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ENFORCEYENT OF HOL!SII"IG CODES: ; COMPTROLLER GENERAL 'S 
1 Rh?ORT TO THE C@I:jcRiYSS HOW IT CAN HELP T:: .ccFIE\'E 

THE NATION'S HOlIS_li:G SOAL 
Deparfaent of H~si:-,~j and 
Urban Development B-118754 

1 DIGEST ------ 

) h4YY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

1 
I The Nation's housing goal --a decent home and a suitable living environment 
I for every American family--remains unachieved. Recoqcizing this, the Con- 
I 
I gress directed that communities, to be eligible for Fader-al housing pro- 
I grams, adopt and enforce codes to prevent deteriorzti>n and decay of hous- 
i i%$>nd stop the spread of blight. 
: * 

I TO assist corranunities financially in enforcing housing codes, the Cop?ress 

i *j established the Code Enforcement Grant Program, administered by the Depart- 
I merit of Housing and Urban Deveiopment (BUD). . 

1 
1 Because of the increasing congressional and public concern about deteriora- 
I tion of existing horrsing and spread of urban blight, the General Accounting 
I 
1 Office (GAO) examined into HUD's progress in 
I 
I 
I 

--stimulating communities to adopt and carry out local code enforcement 

I programs and 
* 
I 
I 

--using Code Enforcement Grant Program funds to assist communities in com- 
I bating housing detericration. 

1 FINDINGS A ND CONCLllSIOLfS 

Ineffecti2e 7Ioe27, code enfo2vement 

Housing deterioration and decay have not been arrested because corrjnunities 
have not enforced housing codes effectively. HUD has not used its Segisla- 
tive authority to stop funds for other Federal housing programs until com- 
mun-i ties adopt effective local cede enforcement programs. Of the 29 com- 
munities included in GAO's review, 28 d-id not have effective cityivide 
'iocal code enforcainent. (See p. 9 and 12.) 

Community reqistance to adopting and carrying out local code enforcement is 
a difficult problem, causing HUD to emphasize construction of low- and 
Faderate-income housing and to give a low priority to code enforcement. 
This means that ttUD is continuing piecemeal, sporadic thrusts at a pt-o!llem 
which must be attacked in a17 its aspects simultaneously. (Set pp, 12 and 20.) 

Because the shortage of low-income housing is a serious problem in the 
United States and because it is more difficult and expensive to cure i!$r11 to 

1 Tear Sheet ---- 



prevent- 51 fJ’ilS 9 HUD should strive for the Plation's housing goal not only by 
j ;;c""‘ - .. ..oL 1 1'1; thz su~piy of holrsing but also by insisting on the adcption of 
eif~~;)::: Iccai code enforcement to preserve aqd upgrade existins housing. 

A new procec'ure adooted by !-IUD's Detroit Area Office might improve local 
code eri inrr~wnl- -. 1-1. ,....*-. 1n gp~if ulln L.1 "L Le Ilk," *CeCp;:reS that a hone be inspected and 
by? -it; fj t I ;!-iiL ? cr,;~.pli?zzc7 with housing c3Les as a condition to 
Housing kministration (FiiA) mortgage insurance. (See p. 17. 7 

rxriiicg Federal 

r’~Ja.r~, Z co& ~7~fLfi-r nemo?? m&sv.sad -- 

The Congress had authorized about S173 miilicn for 151 code enforcement 
projects as of June 30, 7970. The objc-cti*J?s of the program--preventing the 
spread of blight and preserving good nflT~Scr'.-,~ds--could have ken enhanced 
if 

. --i-i'!f had approved projects only jr: :rza: .i-arc housing \~a5 basically 
SOUIYA and could have been restored b/ ?r,t,,rzing codes and 

c ---HI!D had administered the program zorz efficiently. (See p. 25.) 

HUD' r cr! teria for selecting code enforcemen- dress were inadequate. Al- 
though tj:JD hat! evidence that extensive deterio;-ation existed in proposed 
project areas 9 it approved projects for ins&?ropriate areas. 

GAO's rcvie?:l of 10 projects in two HUD regions showed that three were in 
areas 3~yrci~r?'dte for c9d.z cn<or ccnent ant seven were in areas obviously 
mre ap$rasriJte for rct;abilitdtion or r~lievelo?ment .-I - 0 These seven projects 
represen-ted a cost to tne Federal Government of $13.5 million. 

The extent of deterioration in some project areas selected by the communi- 
ties anti aporoved by HUD-- co~oled with the lo>: incomes of the residents-- 
preclurjed succ.essr‘ul completion of the projects. (See p. 27.) 

Tfte objective of total code corr?liance within 3 years often was not achieved. 
At June 32; l$?iOl almost 5 years after anFrov3! of the first Froject, no 
projects had ken ccm?leted altnough 51 had ken in existence more than 
3 years. A year later, 16 projects hzd bee n cci,iJieted although 92 had been 
in existence i-m;-e ti;an 3 years. Delays in cc:,;?! et-ing projects resulted, in 
part, GAO believes, bazause projects were not 

--adequately staffed on the basis of adequate plans and 
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The Secretary of HUD zhouid: 

the HUD Detroit Area 
ition for FHA mortgage 

jective of code en- 
forcei:ient; tk 9 rociram should be used oniy ir t,,,_,. :'-lst? 5r~~3.s appropriate for 
preventing hc7K;ins deterioration. To cccry CUC zhi.; psiicy, tiie Secretary 
should have criteria est~t.11'shed re,qui*:ibT:: t;:+t cnr;ci::!zration be aiven to 
the degree of de!.eriorat'on in struC"lirr*<s ~zrti-+:txl to :lave code ;iolations 
and to the irccze levels of pro2ert;/ ~KW~~ i? ~x~?~cseti code enforcement 
project areas. (See p. 40.) 



p, ” r: c! -; to revise its cri:teria to provide sufficient and ad?q.zte guidance for 
<- gn,:;-;- C. c ,'Z 'C .a :1<. &!blic imprcvements in code enforcement pro.je:ts,~. (See F. 62.) 

,? ,P :7yi 1 ‘i , .J.e..L.l .1./-- C’!... ,* 7-f 5’ T y ‘1 c /J ,?i% c’~,y?E5;“,g~ yED _T,csp,“s 
_- _..-- _- -.--- 

fin l\.nril 16, 7971, GAO furnished Hl!D with a draft of ti,5s roocft for review 
' e :!? i,-'-',,, pe;'l.t ~ WI November 18, 1971, GAO received WI's cow'ents >/tiich are in- 

c:.J!-L~~ as aijpendix I to this report. GAO‘s evaluations of MD's comments 
r :i ;il? to the specific findings and conclusions are presented as part of 
r.;e report. 

I-! February and li'iarch 1972, GAO obtained comments from the cities identified 
T- ?l,? (. ~.'l;s?u-sed in the report and considered them in finalizing the report. 

.&l “I ::‘;.I tt-3t !.ocal code enforcement had a vital 1-01 e Sn 21tt5;~q-t~ to preserve 
',': ..- m !- *.,v 2; 3; ; ,-I ) :> 'j t "32 cities and that lccal cof:z enfor::::::: ~i-~Z3r~~s had 
3 ,-,:.!. ;‘?2'r; y& -EC' More needs to be done, 
, -1 '. .A -. 7 

in meeting statutory ob.jectives. 
?.!I. :-I- _' ~iz.:r!s to work with the cities to develqo t:s?r tcchniqces 

t 2 i !I-, ., . :: .: .:';I c. 1 -& 1 '3 L; ft:r Pzvalriating the adequacy and effectiveness of local code 
A,. ̂ ..r\r.C ::,:i ; .,_.,, \1.,i ,?., r%i*l?ties. (See ppa 21 and 23.) 

i: y:.--- Ai] ting on the Federal Code Enforwnent Grant Program, hUD said that, 
a;:~:~'-!~;:~ GAO'S report and recorrwendations provided a useful analysis of the 
<,,'. jc ~~:-T‘~rce~ent program and identified sweral important areas needing im- 
7. - ., vvsc-ltl:; i 5 prq*3m nanasement, 
;, ; ., .-I: 

it tended ",o obscure the basic accompiish- 
3.' the pro,?ra:;. H!ID said that there 1:lere basic national problems and 

g.3' *..:y : r , 1"~s at fke community level in achieving local cod? enCorcement 
(,Lij- ;;F* 22 3 23, afid 41.) 

T-4 ; LlJ.‘#. 3 opinjon:, the code enforcement program has become a steadily more 
?I~L:JL:::I,~v~ mesns of conserving the Ration's housing supply. To further im- 
pt-r;2 tl.:: F;roqrsm, WD stated that management improvemerlts and administra- 
tive ck:qes were planned. [See pp. 41 and 50.) 

I’i :F- >I; 
i j. I, :; trl GFJ's pcs-ition that public "mprovements have been overemphasized 
',3 L. z :' ~.~-,:~~y~.. ?]I: prrsj3c-i-,s, :li,O said that public irqrovemerits wre fmpor- 
+ II 12 at T-3 i.... . tk S!J~JZF~SS of the procram and, in Some cases, essential public im- 
11% 2 / , i‘ i', i: :; \I '!Jy z (3 E:::y 3 the s!.cc~ss of the projects. /-ND said also that it 
;ii 5 f',:s;? 3';Ji RfJ i tl: i?i‘?SE;I', policy and expected to provide clearer guidelines 
.2 5 p3:*1. of its overall rcviw of the program. (See pp. 63 and 64.) 

3is 1 qxjrt dSsc usses opuor-tunities for HUD to accelerate the progress of 
.n C3"7', I,-' _ L ,I-,., j c's j I; a 't: -1; ,I j n i r; 2 t !-, 2 :zticnal hous-ing goal through local and Federal 

(yC';T : * -, .-,i'(;',;'lz :I11 pl-,DJr,‘;!sis r 
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A decent home and a suitable living envirom~nt fair 
eve ?A?’ / i!.nerican fn~i’,.y--is the Wntionfs housing goal, set by 
the Congress in 19L9, The goal remcins unachieved. 

Urban renewal Ifirst called the slum clearance and corn- 
rE.mi ty deve?loDP”?i~t 3n4 
lished by the-Eousiq 

x?evelopmnt prograd was estab- 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S,C. 14611. It in- 

volves acquiring anti clea,ring properties p rehabilitating 
existing s~~IIcS~~~Z’~T>, relocating residents displaced by pro- 
gram activities, and redeveloping cleared land by public or 
private develoaers. Urban renewal. has been continued by 
varimrs amendmm2t.s of housis?.p, I.egislntio~a as an iqortant 
step in combnti.ng ebe N2tiov?,*s housing problea. 

borhood b 
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Congress dfrected that Federal housins programs include not 
only slum clearance and rcdeveicpent bxz also comer-qation 
and rehabilitation of blighted, salvageable areas. The act 
of 1954 called for commities to dcxlop local plans of 
action to stap blighr,, 

To further eqhasize the greventIw approach, the Con- 
gress approved two progleazis uxkr tS7e Floakng Acts of 196,4 
and 1965. First, to be eligible fG”,” ~al?iCipatiOn in cer- 
tain Heri) progra-as, communities must shov progress in helping 
themselves by adoTting cll: ---d enforcing hot:.~inq codes (local 
code enforcen?ent) to rgduce the rate of deterioration. Pro- 
grams of local code enforcemnt ZFZ ?iz,x~,ccd e~tircly by the m 
t-2itiC?S * HVD dces not provide Fed~rc:i fhx.i?,cial assistance 
for such efforts, ,__C CP~OI-ld, Federp% firxncial assistance was 

-a, authorized for coz~unities to assist them in intensively en- 
forcing housing codes in sebeczed areas (Code ikfoscement 
Grant Progml) o 

At Sune 38, 1970, HUD had approved about $173 million 
as the Federal Caverm~ent~s share of the cost of 151 code 
cnforcr7??nt progccts, (At June 30, i971., 'kiLQ had appro=x-ed 
About $250 million 50-r;- 197 ?rojccts.) In comnunities h~.viCg 
a pop.31 at ion I)vcr 5o,or30 9 HLII pays two thirds and the corn- 

munities pzy one third of project costs. Comunities ilaving 
a population of 50,000 or less pay 25 percent. Project costs 
include planni.rlg and adknistration, inspecting structures 
and ens~sring that they are brought into covliance with 
housing codes, dc~olishin~ unsound structures, and improving 
public facilities. 

In addition to zcard5.q the above funds, IXI awards 
grants and makes loaDs directly to residents and businesses, 
as follows: 

--RehabilZtation loans, at 3-percent interest, and re- 
habilitation grants arc awarded to property owners 
under code cnforccK22.t projects to help them finance * 
repairs needed to bsin g their properties into com- 
plirme willh housing codes, 

6 



loans at June 30) 1970. 

me of assi,stance 

Rehabilitation grants 
11 lQX--lS 

Relocation grants 

Total 
* 

Obligations Disbursements 

(millions) 

$ 64.5 $20.7 
50.0 4i3.0a 

7,2 .6. 

$121.7 . $69.3 

"Includes amounts disbursed by HUD to communities but not 
L yet paid to loan recipients. 

We have examined into HUD's success in 

--stimulating communities to help themselves by adopting 
and enforcing adequate housirzg codes and 

--using Federal. code enforcement funds to assist com- 
munities in combating housing deterioration and ar- 
resting blight. 

SCORX OF I?lw1m 

Our review was performed at the KUD central office in 
%&shialgton, D .c. 9 lWD regional offices in Chicago, Illinois; 
Kansas City, Kssouri; and Seattle, Washington, and HUD area 
offices within these regions. 

We reviewed: 

--Federal Paws requiring local code enforcement and 
autilorizing the Code Enforcement Grant Program. 

--HUDns poJ.kies, procedures, and administrative regu- 
lations ap?licabPe to local code enforcement and the 
Code Enforcemnt Grant Program. 

--HUD and local community correspondence, documents, 
statistical records, and other pertinent data. 
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We visited various communities within the jurisdiction 
of the HUD regional offices and interviewed HUD and city of- 
ficials responsible for the administration of local code en- 
forcement. We also accompanied HUD and city officials on an 
inspection of selected properties and public improvements. 

Our review was limited to analyzing and evaluating 35 
code enforcement projects in three of the 10 HUD regional 
offices. We also studied information on existing local code 
enforcement programs in 29 communities in these three re- 
gions. We reviewed HUB's internal reports and the studies 
of recognized housing experts on the nature and condition L 
of code enforcement in other HUB regions. 



CHAPTER 2 

INEFFECTIVE LOCAL CODE ENFORCEIW!JT 

In major cities throughout the United States, housing 
is deteriorating because the cities are not effecti\-ely en- 
forcing housing codes. HUD provides no financial assistance 
to communities for local code enforcement, and such enforce- 
ment is financed entirely by the communities. 

HUD has continued to provide funds for other Federal 
housing programs although the law states that such 2csistance 

_I shall not be provided unless effective local code enforcement 
programs are adopted and enforced. By continuing this assist- 
ance, HUD has not used its most effective means of inducing -.I cities to adopt and enforce local code enforcement programs. 
Until local code enforcement is adopted and enforced, the 
Nation's existing housing will continue to decline and in- 
crease urban simns. 

HOUSING CODE ENFCRCEXZXT AND 
FEDERAL INVOLVEXENT NEEDED 

In 1960 the Nation had 11 million deteriorated or di- 
lapidated dwelling units. in 1969 the Secretary of HUD 
reported that the existing housing supply was deteriorating 
faster than it could be replaced. 

kn example of this probiem is the increase in deteri- 
orated and dilapidated housing in the State of Ki.chigcan. In 
the past decade dilapidated housing has almost doubled9 from 
an estimated 85,000 units to 158,000 units even thou&, 
during the same period, 7,000 dilapidated units were demol- 
ished, in Detroit alone, under HUD urban renewal pro.~rans. 
A 1969 Michigan study reported that over a million ?iichigan 
residents were living in deteriorated or dilapidated struc- 
tures. 

For almost two decades the Federal Government has been 
concerned with the spread of housing deterioration. In 1953 
the Congress recognized that slums were being created faster 
than they were bein, 0 eliminated and that Federal slum clear- 
ance efforts added to the problem of urban slu;lls b>- forcing 
displaced families to crowd into other substandard housing, 



.  .  - - -  L 

About the same time the President's Advisory Committee 
oh Goverrnent EOL', ir-Lg Policies and Programs reported that 
there was no justa, -.b 'f;nation for Federal assistance unless 
cities challcmged the r~hole process of urban decay, The 
Committee conclcdll_ci that it xas necessary to expand Federal 
housing progrxwi 9 from piecemeal thrusts at scattered pockets 
of s'f_LY!& to broad integrated ca;npaigns stretchin? across the 
whole spread of x-San blight from the earliest s:i;--iptoms to 
the last stages of decay. 

Acting cn these conclusions, the Con?-ress ?,assed the 
Housing Act of 1954 to encourage cities to :2.~?c~L iwally 
financed prnF,rams of code enforcement dir&z.:--c:d tr-;:,rd pre- . 
venting rapid d%eterioration in existing housing. Under the 
act MIJD rei-::lir‘*?d that, as a prerequisite for psrtiei?ation 
in certain it!;0 ~rorjrams, the cities obtain its approval of 
plans (call.~~d ~;r~rkable 3rograms) outlining tleir attempts to 
eliminate -3nd psevcnt the spread of blight. As an integral 
part of such plans, HUD required cities to adopt housing 
codes, 

To strengthen and emphasize local code enforcement, the 
Congress passed the I!ousing Acts of 1964 and 3.945 specif- 
ically reqizi.riin,g that cities, as a prereqxlisite for parti- 
cipation in terrain EilJi-) ~rograrns, adopt and enforce minimum 
hoT&ls i11g c~lcs as part of-their workable progr;xms. Federal 
financial. .Jssi:jtance, however, is not provided for local 
code enforcement. 

Recognizing that co,mmunities have to be Tyo.dZed to 
adopt and enforce housing codes, HUD requires that each com- 
munity seeking to participate in certain programs submit a 
workable program for HUD approval every 2 years. To evaluate 
communities' self-help efforts, HUD reviews their lforkable 
programs to determine whether they have made prcgress toward 

--adopting comprehensive systems of housing codes and 
citywide enfo rccment programs to reduce the rate of 
deterioration taking place and 

--developLn3 programs to meet the needs of Iw- and 
moderate- S.nccz 2 hCLk5?'i.7? ,_ and the needs of ?~ZSO~S 

displaced by governmental actic,ns. 



HUD must be satisfied with commmities' progres before 
approving and c erti;?-ying tkir -s-orkable pro~rms, ::-.c .';2 
certifications are rieaessazey if comnunities are to be eli- 
gible for other urEan renewd programs. 

. 



Although co;??r~.nities nationwide have made impressive 
gains in adcptins housing codes, HUD has not been successfui 
in &;3+- tLF;g :- _._ . . A._ . . . "7 enforce Local housing codes because: _. 

--HI',? has not emphasized th e need or requirement for 
effective 10~21 code enforcement. 

.--HUD hz!s accepted promi.ses rather than action. 

--CorIxl~r.Ltie:~ have resisted the enforcement of housing 
c 0 r: 2 s " 

t*UD is emphasizing construction apparently because 
certai I? .3ri.~i, k:i:C yrcgrams j 
have red&x-:d k&g. 

intended tc increase housing, 
In October 1970 we reported to the 

Congress Th 1: j cl.:hough HUD's housing Frograms had resulted 
in the building of ?26,000 housing units in 324 cities, its 

I-!L’D oi ficials said that code enforcement had not been 
deemplil:in !.ixd 2.s 2. m,atter of policy but that, in practice, 
less (.aij:'13.Y.f.s :-.;!: been placed on code enforcement than on 
col?,s-i;L.'lJCt'bi.i' of 5.0:\:-. and moderate-income housing because 



comtinities. .resi.sted enforcing housing codes. This resis- 
tance is due ;;o some very real obstacles: 

--Lack of public acceptance. 
.--hc.k of ;c.J-i ti C?.l leaSdzrship and support. 
--Lack of resources. 

In discussing code enforcement, officials of several 
cities told us that homeo~zner.5 were not very receptive to 
code enforcement. Some officials said that property owners 
were greatly opposed to it. Others said that the public was 
not interested because it saw no benefit from the city's 
enforcement of housLng codes. 

Examples of inadequate local code enforcement and HUD's 
lack of emphasis on code enforc emnnt are found in Minneapolis, 
Minnesota, and Detroit, Michigan. The HUD area office in 
Detroit, however, is trying to obtain code enforcement by 
withholding mortgage insurance on housing units until assured 
that housing codes are met for those units. 

Minneapolis 

At the completion of our fieldwork in December 1970, 
Minneapolis had made little progress in establishing and 
carrying out a local code enforcement program. To summarize, 
the city had: 

--Prepared a 20-year p Ian for enforcing codes throughout 
the city. (HUD reviewers considered this plan to be 
wholly inadquate because of the extensive time in- 
volved in completing an initial inspection of all 
properties in the city.) 

--Furnished data that HUD found useless for evaluating 
the cityss reported accomplishments, 

Despite these deficiencies HUD continually approved the city's 
workable programs. 

Prior to 1966 Wnneapolis had concentrated on inspecting 
multiple-housing units and not o-.%ncr-occapied) single--faaill 



housing even th@JJgh Yinneapo?Is is a city characterized by 
homeownership, In October 1356 Minneapolis submitted its 
workable program ~5th a code enforcement plan calling for 
inspection of all ?ro-,erties within 20 years. Althoug'n the 
2G-year period '~35 unacceptable by HUD standards, which 
required all prouzrties to be inspected during a much short er 
time, HUD appro-,T,:Z the workable program wi:hout indicating 
any dissatisfaction. 

Because the city submitted data which did not permit an 
evaluation of its inspection activity, HUD requested that the 
next workable prr>. :rrart show where inspections had been made 

- and violations h:;d been cited and corrected, In S2~te:rrbzr 
1967 Minneapolis par tially satisfied HUDss request by sub- 
mitting a map of the areas scheduled for code enforcement 
from 1966 through 1971. The city also reported those neigh- 
borhoods where housing had been inspected but did not indi- 
cate the number of ho-using units inspected or brought into 
compliance. Therefore 11UD could not determine the city's 
progress under the plan, 

After revicwins the city's workable program, HUD, in 
November 1967, requested and subsequently received additional 
information on the city's inspections. At the time of its 
request for information, HUD also told the city that the 
duration of its plan was too long. However, HUD again ap- 
proved th e workable program. 

When Minneapolis submitted its next workable program in 
February 1959, the data on housing code inspections and com- 
pliance progress could not be used to evaluate the city's 
code enforcement efforts because, according to a HUD official, 
the data was obviously erroneous. Although HUD requested and 
received additional data, it was no more useful than the 
original data. Nevertheless H'UD approved the workable program 
with certei n conditions because, according to one HUD official, 
time ran out and HUD did not wish to delay its approval any 
longer. In its next workable program, the city was to 

w 
--develop a communitywide systematic plan for housing 

code enforcement and 

--report inspection data by houstng units, showing the 
number inspected, those in violation, and those 
brcught LIlf-0 co?y3lia~c~ ~ . 



Through February 2971. Detroit had made Iittlk prot;ress 
toward 2iioptkr,g ant5 carrying out a code e~A?osce~k~nt F b-:~~;‘::liz 
that wot~li! d even hold t’he line on ‘housing deterior.lticn, 
much less uvercone the Problem. The city had: 



HUD cy!‘~~j.r:?:-.d ~.3~~,~~-,-:~.? the cit\~t . s workable programs because 
the tit;- proYztz=! to take corrective action and to provide 
a&p-~&-& I:>;-- y;-:. moderate-income housing. 

After * ,TJ T-z-x7-L CT,\7 of Detroit's code enforcement program in 
1968 9 xe rcportcd ::ZI ,LTD that: 

---At tT?e Y-~::Q it ;*ras carrying out inspections, Detroit 
wou Id yypi :-c.: over 20 years to inspect every residence 
and tti:i; 9 5;: t?.e time enforcement reached many areas, 
bli;;.~-~' ;7cm*L:I-s :;a;~? 
&& _'E r >:-.i. 1 

worsened and numerous costly Federal 
;~rojects wou1.d be needed, . 

: ,i a’!si.ti.or? to determine whether the city 
:;:o~iress because Detroit had not refined .-\ 
Y.~j- 'IT se.. its reporting of inspections. 

)'LT review in 1968, HUD officials told us 
‘;-at ~ ~~fO--~~ _ c. ?-‘:-!‘!!‘,>‘,‘1”g, Detroit's next workable program, they 
WOLJid reqa:.r.: ‘Clii.! .Zi'C;' to cstablisSh and properly staff a 
citywide coc?c e:-::l~rct',~~nt program that would be completed in 
10 yesrs * 

Orl-r c’lJy1’c.y!l- ?‘r:l,r! es.- indicates that HUD has accepted 
pror.;i ze s ;;i tj’:f31::: 3 c,: 1-. j 3n D From August to December 1968, HUD 
gersc-,nn& "*:\>!:I:<~:! ',;!).<'&"c essfilily with Detroit officials to 
increase tne IW~$: 02 housing code inspectors employed by 
the city. IiTs' ') 5; C3Icaso Regional Office approved the work- 
able pro$r.x: in II.L:czrC~::::- 19gfi because Detroit promised to 
ljjlje;-"inl<~ (2 II -;Ti" . ..,<. . .c, ;.\-:: 1 ccruiti.ng program to hire 15 in- 
spcctors i71711di 2':e i-v and to provide for additional inspectors 
in the next ci.-tY~ b:~?~e~. 



without having increased its inspection staff. Moreover 
the city's report o? its inspection Frogress showed that 
to inspect all proper-t-ies would take 28 years, a period of 
time far in excess of HUD's standards for initial inspections. 
As 3 result ET"? >'vi?-i" i-i,0 for Det-roi"i -... _ to increase its inspec- 
tion staff, did'not approve Detroit's program for 4 months. 

In May 1970 HUI) approved Detroit!s workable program 
without obtaining the required corrective action'and without 
discussing the need for code enforcement, Instead, HUD 
approved the program on the basis of DetroitIs promise to 
expand its supply of low- and modzratc-income housing. We 
believe that this a;sproval reflects HUD~s emphasis on new 

- housing, rather tly*>~ on code enforcement, and its willingness 
to provide urban renewal assistance without requiring effec- 
tive local code enforc:.r.ent, The Director of END's Detroit 

l Area Office in approving the program stated: 

“The certification of Detroit's [Workable] Program 
*** was fundamental *** to moving ahead with 
critical Federally-assisted urban development 
programs in the city." 

* * -k * * 

"It was the cityfs commitment to expand the supply 
of low- and moderate-income housing by some 2,300 
-units by 1971 that allowed us to recertify Detroit's 
program and whil e we are pleased with the city's 
progress I 5;ould like to convey the urgency of 
continued efforizs in this area ***.I' 

In December 1970 the area office and the city of Detroit 
established a requirement to withhold approval of FHA mortgage 
insurance on a housing unit until both city and HUD inspectors 
certified that the housing unit met the city code. Previously, 
some Fl-LLlnsured homes were sold with numerous code deficien- 
cies o In Detroit a HUD official told us that the new require- 
ment could be expected to bring most housing UP to code 
standards within 10 years,because the mortgages of about 90 
percent of alI homes sold in the city were insured by FHA. 

I  In February 1972 we met with Detroit ocficials to 
discuss their code enforcement program and they agreed that 
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Detroit had made little progress until the beginning of 
1971 c An official said, however, that after about Xarch 
1971 Detroit had made significant and substantial progress 
in code enfOrcxient a Also the city had trained about 35 
inspectors and about 15,000 homes throughout the city had 
been inspected and brought into compliance Ts'ith the code. 

The officials indicated that the present inspection 
program satisfied the commitments made by the city for a 
systematic code enforcement program as part of the workable 
program, Inspections currently reach all areas of the city 
and approach HUD's goal of brozd-based code enforcem.:nt 

. throughout the city. TZne Detroit officials said th?z Dccroit 
would still be s+ _ Lrugp,lirlg to achieve some progress in code 

., enforcement had t'ne newspapers not given wide coverage to 
the poor state of housing in Detroit and to the current 
deficiencies in HLD9s low-income housing programs. 

Qther communities 

We found similar conditions--HUD's lack of emphasis on 
local code enforcement and acceptance of promises withcut 
action-- in other communities, as discussed belornr. 

Seattle Region 

In July 1969 HUD's Seattle Regional Office approved the 
Salem, Oregon9 trorka-ble program even though it had accom- 
plished very little in loc2IL code enforcement. City officials 
told HUD that code enforcement had been limited by planning 
problems, lack of manpower, and the use of maqosirer for 
federally assisted programs other than code enforcement. HUD 
approved Salem's workable program, however, because the city 
submitted a new code enforcement plan, One year later, the 
city had not impiemented its latest plan but reassured HLJD 
that it planned to do so, 



‘In the Kansas City Region, three cities (Wichita, 
Kansas; Jopiin, Xissouri; and St. Louis, Missouri) had not 
met iGUDss requirement for citywide code enforcement,but HUD 
continued to approve their workable programs. HUD officials 
told us that failure to meet all plans and objectives of a 
particular workable program was not generally considered 
grounds fo r disapproval as long as reasonable progress was 
made. TI?e officials described reasonable progress as a 
"judpental thing." 

In February 1972 we met with city officials of Wichita, 
Joplin, and St. Louis, and obtained the following comments 

* I on their local code enforcement programs. 

/ --Wichita officials said that our findings incorrectly 
implied that the city did not attempt a citywide 
code enforcement program. They stated that the city 
enforced its code, citywide, both on a complaint 
basis and by initiating action on the worst housing 
in al.1 areas of the city. In our opinion, such a 
program does not provide comprehensive and systematic 
enforcement, as required under the workable program. 

--Joplin officials generally agreed with our statements 
and said that financially they could not afford to 
implement a citywide code enforcement program. They 
said also that their present code'enforcement effort 
consisted of one full-time housing counselor who 
tried to ensure that dilapidated structures were 
demolished. 

. 

--St. Louis officials said that, because of the arbi- 
trary guidelines set out by the Congress, it was 
necessary to put promises in the workable program to 
get HUD approval. They said that the city did not 
intend to carry out these' promises and HUD did not 
intend to enforce them. 



CONCLUSIONS 

Housing deterioration has not been prevented because 
most communities have not adopted and carried out effective 
code enforcement. Contrary to the intent of Federal legis- 
lation, HUD has continued to approve workable programs with- 
out ensuring that the cities have effective code enforcement. 
Cities were certified as eligible for Federal assistance 
when, in our opinion, they were ineligible. 

Communities have resisted the enforcement of housing 
codes because resources, political leadership, and public 
acceptance are lacking. Perhaps the greatest of these ob- 
stacles is public disinterest in, and unwillingness to ac- 

1 cept, comprehensive inspection and forced compliance with 
housing codes. I?e believe HUD realizes that these factors 
cri.ticaIly limit effective local code enforcement. However, 
MID has not given adequate consideration to overcoming these 
obstacles. 

HUD has emphasized construction of Low- and moderate- 
income housing and has given a Pow priority to code enforce- 
ment. Thus, in our opinion, HUD is continuing piecemeal, 
sporadic thrusts at a problem which must be attacked in all 
its aspects simultaneously. 

The shortage of low-income housing is a serious problem 
in the United States, and we do not suggest that programs 
for increasing low-income housing be downgraded or deempha- 
sized. Although code enforcement will not add to the supply 
of housing, it can prevent existing housing from rapid dete- 
rioration which, if not stopped, will result in more slums. 
Because it is more difficult and expensive to cure than to 
prevent slums, we believe that HUD should strive for the 
Nation's housing goal not only by increasing the supply of 
housing but also by insisting on the adoption of effective 
local code enforcemen t to preserve and upgrade existing 
housing. 

For 17 years Federal legislation has directed HUD to 
ensure that communities undertake effective local code en- 4 
forcement, HUD has not achieved this goal. We believe that 
HUD might be more successful if the procedure recently 



initiated in Detroit --withholding of mortgage insurance 
until code violations are corrected--is applied nationwide. 

We recommend that the Secretary of I-IUD: 

--Emphasize the need for effective local code enforce- 
ment and, in view of the lack of public acceptance, 
promote the positive aspects and the benefits to 
individual homeowners of effective code enforcement. 

--Set minimum standards of accomplishment as prerequi- 
sites to approval of communities' plans to eliminate 
and prevent the spread of blight through local code 
enforcement programs, 

--Applyg nationwide, the new requirement initiated by 
the HUD Detroit Area Office for code inspection and 
compliance as a condition for FXA mortgage insurance. 

AGENCY COMYENTS AND QL?? EVALUATION 

On April 16, 1971, we furnished HUD with a draft of 
this report for review and comment. On November 18, 1971, 
HUD replied that: 

--Local code enforcement had a vital role in attempts 
to preserve housing throughout the cities. 

--Local code enforcement programs had made real progress 
in meeting statutory objectives. 

--Over 2,400 communities had certified workable pro- 
grams as of December 31, 1970. 

--Program activities had been responsible for the in- 
spection of over 1 million housing units since 1965. 

--Code enforcement programs and related HUD efforts 
have been effective partners in the effort to save 
blighted areas. 



HUD noted that, ln its recent reorganization and decen- 
tralization, it had brought togeth2r 12 community develop- 
ment programs. These programs, according, to HUD, can now 
be more effectively coordinated and permit a supportive 
approach to the urgent ;zoble-ms of urban decay. 

HUD said that our report seemed to substitute a highly 
idealized wish for a realistic evaluation of actions actu- 
ally possible. Code enforc2!ment legislation reflects con- 
gressional recognition G f the operational limits inherent 
in traditional local code enforcement. HUD's workable pro- 
gram policy is desiqn2d to require compliance with statutory 
requirements and such improvcmznts as can reasonably be ex- 
pected. HUD said that our report made little reference to 

. the broad national. problems khat beset central urban areas 
and that represent social and economic issues far beyond 
the resources available in HUD programs. 

Local cod2 enforcement is beset with serious problems 
which, HUD believes9 are inadequately acknowledged by our 
report. Perhaps the most serious problem is the actual im- 
pact of regular local. code enforcement in deteriorating areas 
in cities where it has b2en used. Often it simply aggravates 
the situation and Leads to abandonment. FED has studies 
showing that this has happened in Cieveland, St, Louis, Chi- 
cago, and several other cities. &hen an area is deteriorat- 
ing, it is difficult or impossible to obtain commercial fi- 
nancing for extensivz rehabilitation and investor-owners are 
unlikely to commit irore capital to an already questionable 
investment. So, wh2n a city enforces its codes in these 
areas, owners are unable to meet the costs and they either 
move out or terminate all operating expenses. 

HUD concluded that: 

--The day-to-day operation of a local code enforcement 
program is, for the most part, an exercise in frus- 
tration to city officials. 

--Even the most highly motivated and efficient adminis- 
trator must act with considerable restraint if en- 
forcement of housing codes woufd cause harassment 
and eviction of families, 
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--The limited financial resources of cwner-occupants 
and the low return to investor-owners are primary 
roadblocks to an efficient code enforcement prosram. 

HTJD acknowledged that it needed to do more, and it 
planned to work with the cities to develop local techniques 
and capacities For local evaluations of the adequacy and 
effectiveness oi code enforcement activities, 

that communities have made impressive 
housing codes. However, of the 23 co-xu- 

nities we revi;iizdF 28 were not effectively enforr& hnus- -Z-.-- 
ing codes and FIy:iI officials told us that few communities in 
the Nation enfcxced Zccal codes effectively. 

As evidence of progress in the workable program, HUD 
said that 2,424 communities had certified programs, as of 
December 31, J.970, This figure, however, includes 446 com- 
munities that ap?l.ied for but had not received certification, 
Also over 1,4OC communities have dropped out of the r!orkable 
program and have allowed their certifications to expire. 

HUD discussed at length the problems facing local code 
enforcement pro:~r~ams and stated that, in its opinion, GUr 

report failed t o give sufficient recognition to these prob- 
lems and to the actions actually possible. On page 13 we 
poillt out that zhre are some very real obstacles to achiev- 
ing the goals of local code enforcement and that we do not 
intend to minimisl~ these problems, We recognize the dif- 
ficulty in develoging answers for obtaining effective local 
code enforcement. 

In our opinion, one of the major reasons for these pro'5 
lems is t'he att~-pt by communities to enforce housing codes 
in areas so deteriorated that it is neither economical nor 
feasible to im~r~rre housing through a code enforcement pro- 
gram. And this is one reason investor-owners abandon hous- 
ing* ThE: pl:rJZO .> _ CP of code enforcement is to prevent housing 
from detcr5oratir.r i.n.tD slums. We believe that the puqose 
of ig-l~ y<,rkzh?,f;l ,-. _ :~-.-~yr=iIl is to stimuJ..at% cities to enforce 
h(yusing CGfjc:; 4.n ;>:-t -:i caliy sound areas to the extent 1ocz.Z 7 



resources are available. Local enforcement of codes can be 
practicable if used as a preventive measure in basically 
sound areas. 

6 
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FEDERAL CODE ENFORCEXENT EISUSED --- _ 

The Congress established the present Code Enforcement 
Grant Program in 1965 to assist communities financially in 
using code enfo rcement techniques to overcome housing prob- 
lems. The Congress had authorized about $173 million for 
code enforcement projects as of June 30, 1970. Achievement 
of the objectives of the program-preventing the s?reed of 
blight and preserving good neighborhoods--could have been 
enhanced if 

--HUD had approved projects only in areas where housing 
was basically sound and could have been restored by 
enforcing codes and 

--HUD had administered the program more efficiently. 

The Congress intended thst Federal aid be used in 
areas where basically sound housing, which was beginning to 
deteriorate, could be restored through enforcement of hous- 
ing and related codes. The Youse Committee on Banking and 
Currency (H. Rept, 1703, 88th Gong., 2d sess,) viewed this 
program as one: 

10-k** consisting primarily of intensive code en- 
forcement (which) could eliminate the first 
stages of slum and blight and prevent the need 
for subsequent clearance or rehabilitation ac- 
tivities ***. The committee expects that this 
type of project will be utilized in those areas 
which are basically sound *** but which, princi- 
pally because of noncompliance with the housing 
codes and related codes of the community, have 
begun to show signs of deterioration or blight. 
If allowed to continue to deteriorate, such 
areas would ultimately require more extensive 
renewal treatment **.(l 

c 

HUD policy statements reiterated this intent by requiring 
that code enforcement treatment be used only in basically 
sound areas. 
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Code enforcement can have its greatest impact in pre- 
venting the spread of blight and in upgrading housing qual- 
ity in areas k-., 7'nor-e deterioration has not reached serious 
proportions. In tile worst areas of communities needing re- 
habilitation or redevelopment, code cnforcememt may be use- 
ful but, at best, only as a holding action. 

While code enforcement, rehabilitation, and redevelop- 
ment all have the objective of combating housing deteriora- 
tion, each is aimed at successively greater degrees of de- 
terioration. They are different tools for dealing with 
different problems. Rehabilitation attempts to restore 
housing to-standard s zxre stringent than minimum housing 
standards. Redevelopment, the most drastic of all urban 

is aimed at areas so deteriorated that . renewal treatments, 
the only practical solution is to clear and rebuild. 



CODE ENFORCJZENT PROJECTS APPROVED 
FOR INAPPROPRIATE AREAS 

KGD frequently approved projects in areas where housing 
was too deteriorated for code enforcement to work. Our re- 
view of 10 projects in two HUD regions showed that three 
were in areas appropriate for code enforcement and seven 
were in areas obviously more appropriate for rehabilitation 
or redevelopment. These seven represented a cost to the 
Federal Government of $13.5 million. 

Although HUD had evidence that extensive deterioration 
existed in proposed project areas, it approved projects for 
inappropriate areas because its criteria for selecting areas 
were inadequate. The extent of deterioration in some proj- 
ect areas selected by the cities and approved by HUD and 
the low incomes of the property owners precluded successful 
completion of the projects. 

HUD officials told us that it was difficult to accept 
the concept of preventing housing deterioration by code 
enforcement when slum conditions were extensive and only 
limited funds were available for all HUD urban renewal pro- 
grams. They said that insufficient resources had forced 
I-IUD to establish priorities and that those areas demonstrat- 
ing more urgent needs-- rehabilitation or redevelopment--had 
received top priority. 

HUD officials told us also that there was a tendency 
on the part of cities to use code enforcement grants instead 
of more extensive urban renewal programs. One of the reasons 
for this was the adverse reaction of citizens toward rehabil- 
itation and redevelopment. As a result, even when those 
programs were appropriate, area residents often rejected 
them. Code enforcement was more attractive to cities be- 
cause it was less costly and required less red tape than 
rehabilitation or redevelopment. 

Although these problems exist, we do not believe that 
they justify using code enforcement in inappropriate areas. 
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Projects approved despite evidence 
of extensive deterioration 

HUD approved code enforcement projects for inappropri- 
ate areas even though it had ample evidence indicating that 
extensive deterioration existed. HUD did not carefully 
analyze available data before approving areas for treatment; 
for example,the project in Benton Harbor, Ptichigan. 

A Benton Harbor official told us that rehabilitation 
was needed for the project area but that they had applied 
for a code enforcement project in September 1968 because 
the city could not afford a more expensive program. Although 
HUD officials visited the area, they did not adequately eval- 
uate the characteristics of this neighborhood, in terms of 
the degree of deterioration, before approving the project in 
May 1969. We observed that the area was in such a general 
state of deterioration that code enforcement was not feasible. 
Qfficials of HUD's Chicago Regional Office accompanied us on 
inspection in July 1970 and agreed. As a result of our in- 
Quiry, HUD has deleted 39 percent of the buildings from the 
project. 

We found that the city used incorrect information and 
that deterioration was greatly underestimated. In one city, 
31 percent of the buildings in the project area were esti- 
mated to be in code violation. Actual violation based on 
city inspections was 69 percent. In another city the esti- 
mate was 33 percent while actual violation was closer to 
74 percent. We believe that the data used was incorrect be- 
cause of inadequate studies by the cities. Officials of one 
city agreed, saying that they had neither the time nor the 
funds necessary to survey the areas proposed for code en- 
forcement projects. 

HUD also used the incorrect data without making ade- 
quate independent inspections of proposed areas before ap- 
proving code enforcement projects. In addition, we found 
instances in which HUD knew that estimates of deterioration 
were incorrect but still approved the projects. HUD regions 
that we reviewed limited themselves to desk reviews and 
"drive throughs inspections. In these regions HUD did not 
fully evaluate the feasibility of arresting housing de- 
terioration through code enforcement nor did HUD request 
the cities to do so. 
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Discussed below are four of the seven code enforcement 
projects that HUD approved for inappropriate areas. The 
table shows the funds authorized by HUD for these projects 
as of June 30, 1970. 

Project location Amount authorized 

Mansfield, Ohio 
Chicago, Illinois 
Bamilton County, Ohio 
St. Louis, Pfissouri 

$ . 936,000 
7,188,OOO 

782,000 
2,258,OOO 

Total 

Mansfield 

$11,164,000 

HUD closed out the Mansfield project in December 1971, 
reahizing that it had failed, In March 1970, 3 years after 
this project was approved, field inspectors from HUDfs Chi- 
cago Regional Office summed up the project, as follows: 

II*** this area should never have been a concen- 
trated code project, Of over 1,000 structures, 
800 involve treatment of some degree -- the 
[city] states that *** 500 are still below mini- 
mum code and many need [to be] razed." 

After inspecting 18 of 210 properties rehabilitated with 
Federal funds, the inspectors reported that 13 failed to 
meet minimum code standards. They said: 

w** a substantial rxmber of these were defi- 
cient to either a point which would require 
clearance or to a point where occupancy is haz- 
ardous." 

The inspectors made the following comments about one of the 
properties inspected: 

'sStructural violations are too numerous to men- 
tion, The greatest fault here is the owner is 
constantly pouring his funds into a structure 
that ~i1.E not likely ever be up to minimum codes 
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Jdd The $3,000 [Federal] grant was definitely 
inadequate to do the job to code requirements. 
My opinion, the unit should be demolished,11 

Mansfield*s initial application of December 1965 was 
rejected by the Chicago Regional Office because, among other 
things, regional planners felt that the area was not suit- 
able for code enforcement. .A large portion of the project 
area was considered by the planners to require major reha- 
bilitation md cfearame because the buildings had deterio- 
rated beyond the point where code enforcen:ent alone could 
arrest the'deterioration of the area. 

Nevertheless, MTD Headquarters approved a second 
4 Mansfield application for the same area 7 months later, upon 

reccxm.c-?nd~Lion frcm the Chicago Regional. Office. The re- 
gional office included with this recommendation a note indi- 
cating the planners8 opinion that sections of the project 
area were too deteriorated for code enforcement to be effec- 
tive. The note continued: 

"**;t- Although it is probable that part of this 
area might qualify for clearance, there is no 
reason to arrive at ~-he c:xxIusiosi that code en- 
forcement pr~ipti~:I~ ex~!~~?sed, would not arrest 
the decline." 

The regicxx'l. office's position differed not only from 
the cox~~ents of liiJD planners but also from the finding, in a 
IL963 Pfansficld housing study, that at least half the area re- 
quired a program of rehabilitation involving some clearance. 
This study reported that part of the area contained a high 
percentage of substandard dwellings and that corrective meas- 
ures must include the removal of many of the structures. 

-flJD’ s decision to approve this project was subsequently 
recognized as a mistake, HUD officials visiting Mansfield 
in September 1970 reported: 

7tThe trip was a very distqxbing experience. The 
project area was one which sk,lul,d have never / 



. 
been selected 
Mansfie3d/tXO 

%;ec . This was an obvious 
errcr s The errcrs have been cum- 

pounded and perpetuated thrcughout the four years 
of the project." 

-f: * * .* * 

" r The cityVsi administration of the grant pro- 
gram has bee; dismal .k .,'< * An inspection of 14 
[buildings] ir,dic&te d thit 13 of these still 
contained many serious code violaticns, and a 
number of then xzre q<r!f‘it for human habitation." 

* $7 35 Jc 5; 

lIThe city's treatment appears to be limited to 
posting condepfiatbon signs, al1 of which xv'ere 
weatherbeaten end appeared to have been there a 
long timeef' 

* -fc % J rc * 

l'lt is recommended that we discontinue the 
HansfieEd project and admit our joint failures 

The foS_Lowing pictures) taken in January 1971, 
amples sf the type of hones ~:i:c found in the project 
ter 4 years of code enforcement treatment. 

11 
I 

are ex- 
2rea af- 

.scuss our In March 1972 we met with city cfficials to dim 
report. Tile Mansfield officials agreed that the project . area was lnapproprizte an d should have been an urban renewal 
area. They said, however, that, although program objectives 
were not met, a great deal. of good was accomplished for in- 
dividual area residents. Their goal for the project was to 
do what they could to make Iivixg conditions better. 



After 4 years of Cctie Enfarcemer-t Grant Pr,, ,wY!.T, sokscxdard housing and 

poor living envir0nmer.r stl.1 exist. 
, 

* .  
,’ , .  
.  

I  

. . . . . 
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Had Chicago officials adequately sumreyed these areas, 
they would have found that some of the areas contained 
severe deterioration. Moreover, information indicating the 
seriousness of the problems in these areas was aT:ailabie to 
both HUD and Chicago, In a 1964 housing stud>r, Chicago clas- 
sified the areas of East Ravenswood, Lakeview, East Garfield, 
and West Lawndale as rehabilitation and improvement areas in 
which many buildings needed substantial renovation or demoli- 
tion. Despite the city's classification, 2 years later these 
areas were deemed appropriate by HUD for code enforcement 
treatment, 

. 
Prior to approving the code enforcement project, HUD of- 

ficials made "drive through" inspections of six of the 10 
ar'eas 8 Three areas were cited as completely or partially 

. inappropriate because of extensive deterioration. HUD re- 
ported that sections of the East Garfield area had deterior- 
ated to the point where code enforcement would not help, 
Parts of West Garfield were cited as appearing to qualify for 
clearance treatment. HtTD officials stated that Chicago 
would have a tremendous task in undertaking code enforcement 
in uptown, the third area cited. Nevertheless HUD approved 
the project in 1966, 

By 1971 East Ravenswood had been deleted from the proj- 
ect and no code enforcement had been undertaken because of 
opposition by the residents of the area. The East Garfield, 
West Garfield, and West Lawndale areas were deleted and over 
80 percent of th- e structures that were found in code viola- 
tion had not been brought into compliance. Portions of the 
Uptown and Lakeview areas were later deleted and were in- 
cluded in a federally sponsored Neighborhood Development 
Program (NDP! g which is a more extensive measure for dealing 
with housing problems. Chicago officials told us HUD re- 
quested that the Uptoi,n area be included in NDP. 

We discussed this project with HUD and Chicago offi- 
cials, who agreed that the project included inappropriate 
areas that should not have been approved for code enforce- 
ment. The Chicago officials also said that code enforcement 
yas ca 3-7~ '*a ro 0 -+ -2 7 L eL i.,i 2nd that Ch?.icapo had no prior experience 
on whick to bask :ts selection of areas. 
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Chicago's code enforcement 
33,000 L,.e,' 7 A," * UUL AuPilgs in 10 se-,arate 
ing all buildings into compliance with housing codes within - 
3 years; i0e09 by July 1969, 

In January 1970, more than 3 years after the project 
was ap,proved, three areas were eliminated from the project 
because they were too deteriorated for code enforcement ob- 
jectives to be achieved. In these areas 82 percent of the 
buildings reported to have code violations were not brought 

L into cc~*~ I.,,Vlrlance with Chicago"s housing code. A fourth area 
was eliminated because of opposition to the project by resi- 
dents of the area. Parts of other areas were eliminated 

* because of extensive deterioration. In the 10 areas, less 
than 44 percent of ,the structures having code violations had 
been brought into c'omp‘iiance at June 30, 1970, 4 years after 
the project was approved. 

Chicago officials told us in February 1972 that the 
city had brought about 90 percent of the structures in the 
six completed areas into compliance. The officials also 
furnished us with data on the nine areas where code enforce- 
ment had been used. The data showed that, when the project 
was closed out in July 1971., only 66 percent of the struc- 
tures had been brought into compliance. 

ITI its appfication, Chicago had estimated that in the 
10 areas 20 to 43 percent of the buildings violated housing 
codes. These estimates were greatly understated, as shown 
in the following table. 

Percent of structures in violation 
Actual, hated on 

Area Cite estimate city inspecticns 

Austin 20 50 
East Garfield 39 93 
Uest ” 37 
East Ravenswood 43 2: 
Lakeview 26 55 
Lower West Side 39 57 
South Shore 20 62 
uptown 29 63 
Uest Lawndale 36 85 

II Woodlawn 22 94 

‘Percentage for East ?aven:wmd rmt shown Because Chicago did not 
inhpect any properties ir. :t.~s irreq, 
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Whiitpn county 

This prc~ect ws an attempt to upgrade a seriously dete- 
ul'rr-...-.!- LL"L~Le-d are%. Ii::? qffj C Fs7s told us that the ;Frea's quali- 
ficiations for code enforcement were marginal. After 2 of 
the allotted 3 years of project activity, only 31 of the 
229 s"~rucrures esr.i!lzted to violate codes had been certified 
by the county as meeting minimum code standards. 

The project area contained 281 buildings, and 229, or 
82 percslt, t~CTC estimated to be in violation of minimum 
code stzndards, !-WI guidetines provided that generally cede 
en~GxETx3ilt proj eels were not to be approved in areas where 
the number of Droperties to be brought into compliance ex- ,. 
eceded 5C percent of the total properties in the area. 

Before the project was approved in May 1969, HUB offi- 
cials visited Fknilton County and reported that: 

"A code enforcement DrOjeet in this area would be 
fraught with nroLlem-$. There are approximately 
50 structuses'[i3 percent of the structures in 
the area] which are so dilapidated that they will 
have to be demolished which could be a hardship 
to at least some of the owner-occupants.ft 

* * * * * 

lJIn our prior inspection *WC we foljnd 65 [I23 per- 
cent of the structures in the area] or more se- 
verely substandard buildings A** . 1 concur in 
the former findings in that between sixty and 
seventy buildings are so dilapidated or sub- 
standard that code enforcement will not re- 
store them to a condition which will arrest 
the decline of the area." 

The finding that 18 to 23 percent of the structures needed 
to be demolished conflicted with HUDqs criteria, which stated 
that code enforcETent proj ercts should not be appro;red if the 
properties 'co bc d~~olis~d exceeded 2 to 5 percent of the 
total structures Lri the area. 



A HUD official told us that, even with these short- 
comings, the community was awarded the project because it 
needed some typ- 0 of urban renewai treatment. He said that 
v-d~Ae.Clhl .-nmrr?-.C and *EUF;;"c~:L"~Jt..~:rL rehabili+s.": *- %.UL.L'JII v,rLtt ruied out ..-eu- bcca-use of 
adverse public opinion in the community. The official said, 
however, that there were certain favora3le factors present 
in the area--a strong community organization and residents 
eager to improve their neighborhood. 

During our inspection of the project area, we noted 
that extensive work had been done on some homes, some new 
houses had been constructed, but the area as a whole con- 

* tained significant blight, such as large nlumbers of dilapi- 
dated houses and littered vacant lots. 

1 

HUD officials told us that min'imum code standards would 
not be achieved throug'hout the area and that their immediate 
goal was to bring housing in marginal areas up to acceptable 
living standards, ‘En our opinion, code enforcement for 
Hamilton Gxmty was inappropriate, More extensive urban 
rE9leWaL tT t?.~~tZi~~~t siias needed and would be required in t'ne 
future. 

In commenting on our report, the county project director 
said that he had developed a comprehensive plan for continued 
development of the project area, He said also that the code 
enforcement program generated local action toward stabilizing 
the area but that additional efforts kr'ere imperative to pro- 
vide the nucleus for continued scsbility and gro:&h. IES 

pi=b requiring both Federal and private funding, called for 
the development of privately owned apartments, a shopping 
mall o and a neighborhood facihiries project to carry out a 
community program of health, recreation, and social services. 
The project director indicated that he needed additional 
tools, such as the subsidized housing programs authorized 
under sections 235 and 236 of the 1968 Housing Act, to pro- 
vide more control of the relocation of areas residents and 
thus eliminate the mass removal inherent in too many renewal 

. programs. 

.  I  

. I 
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St. Louis 

At June 30, 1970, when the St. Louis project was termi- 
nated, only 71 per21 CRY of the properties were reported to be 
in co,m$.i.ancc with codes, St. Louis was not able to achieve 
the project objectives of bringing all properties into com- 
plhnce within 3 y ears because the city had selected and HUD 
had approved inappropriate areas. In our opinion, an ade- 
quate study of the area had not been made, 

City and Hiil3 officiais told us they did not make any 
interior inspections of rl ,welling units but limited themselves 
-c e e bd b2rive-ti-crough inspectic;ls. City officials said they did 
not have the time or funds necessary to adequately survey the 
area before submittin Lheir application, HUD records and i our discuss ions with HUB officials showed that HUD's evalu- 
ation of the project generally xas limited to a desk review. 

Even with+ the limited information available> HUD should 
have been alerted to the inappropriateness of the area, In 
its np$ication, St. Louis had estimated that 2,018, or 
86 pcrcent~ of the buildings had code violations. Although 
these esti~ma.tes were high, they were still understated. 
After inspecting 2,263 properties, the city reported that 
94 percent had code violations. I 

City officials told US they had selected ELII area that 
was worse than those normally considered appropriate for 
code enforccxent. Eoth the city and HUD believed, ho-p:ever, 
that success could he achieved. 

City officials said that, had they reslized the seri- 
ous~?ess of deterioration in the area, they would not have 
selected it for a code enforcement project. Such information 
was available. All that was needed was adequate inspection 
of the area, Eut the city did not do this before submitting 
its application, and KXI did not request that it be done, 

. In February 1972 we met with St. Louis officials to 
obtain their coxxents, 'E-tey agreed that the area was in- 

/ - appropriate but ~ddcd that neither they nor HUD knetr what an 
appropriate area was at the time the project was approved. 

-  “ .  .I_ - - -  - , A , . , ,  _. 
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HUD criteria inadequate for --I_ 
determining approoriace areas 

HUD internal aucC+-ors have reported on numerous projects * 
approved for inappropriate areas in additicn to the above 
examples. After HUD au&: uator~ began citing examples of proj- 
ects approved for inappropriate areas, HUD issued criteria 
in February 1969 for the purpose of ensuring that projects 
would not be approved for such areas. These guidelines pro- 
vided that HUD generally should not approve applications for 
areas not meeting the following benchmarks. 

--The number of properties to be brought into code com- 
pliance should not ordinarily exceed 50 percent and 
rarely 75 percent. 

--The number'of properties to be demolished should not 
exceed 2 or 3 percent and rarely 5 percent. 

These criteria are inadequate, however9 and will not 
prevent HUD from continuing to approve projects in areas 
too deteriorated for code eLnforcement treatment. Projects 
approved by HUD in Benton Harbor and Hamilton County illus- 
trate this, (See pp. 28 and 35 .> In our opinion, the 
guidelines hav e two principal shortcomings; i.e., they fail 
to consider the (1) dqree of deterioration in those struc- 
tures estimated to iiave code violations and ('2) income of 
i-he propezty CJ:*Ii::<'fZS. 

Since code violations vary in significance, the number 
(incidence) of structures estimated to have code violations 
does not provide a reliable measure of deterioration. For 
example, areas of a project in one city in Michigan were 
similar to areas in a project in a city in Missouri, in 
that over 90 percent of the houses inspected had code vio- 
lations. The degrees of deterioration in the two areas, 

' however, were poles apart, Deterioration in the blichigan 
city, although of high incidence, was not so intensive as 
to thwart the program's objectives as was the case in the 
Missouri city. Thus, estimates of the number of structures 
having code violations are insufficient, by themselves, for 
determining whether an area can be effeetively treated with 
a code enforcement project. 
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The second shortcoming in HUD's criteria is its failure 
to consider the incomes of property owners. Intensive hous- 
ing deterioration, coupled with low incomes of area property 
owners, results in such owners" being unable to make the re- . 
pairs necessary to bring their properties into compliance 
with housing codes. For instance, project officials who 
accompanied us through the Wichita project area said that 
they doubted if the area could ever be brought to code 
standards because of the low economic status of the resi- 
dents. These officials said that their project was one of 
the first in the Nation and that sufficient guidelines on 
housing deterioration and income status were not available. 

t They said also that they now recognized the problems asso- 
ciated with an area of this type and would never attempt 
another project in such an area. 

. 
In the Hamilton County project area, over half the 

owners of properties estimated to have code violations had 
annual incomes of less than $3,000. The fact that these 
people could not qualify for loans necessitated a heavy re- 
liance on rehabilitation grants. HUD officials told us, 
however, that often even rehabilitation grants would be in- 
sufficient to bring these homes up to minimum code stand- 
ards because the grants were limited to $3,500. Detroit 
officials made a similar comment and indicated that this 
limitation put an inspector in the position of either re- 
fusing to recommend a grant for needed repairs for poor 
families or overlooking some code violations and writing up 
only those that could be remedied with $3,500. 

CONCLUSIONS 

HTJD repeatedly approved code enforcement projects in 
areas warranting more extensive treatment because it at- 
tempted to cure slums with whatever tools were available. 
We agree that the very real problem of slums cannot be ig- 
nored. But, if basically sound neighborhoods are allowed 
to continue deteriorating and only slums are dealt with, 
new slums will arise faster than the old ones can be cured. 
More importantly, code enforcement cannot effectively deal 
with housing deterioration approaching slum conditions. 
Its objective is to prevent slums. 
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We believe that, to combat the housing crisis, a bet- 
ter balance is needed between curative ~rcgrams which are 
designed to deal with slurs and preventive programs which 
are designed to stop the spread of slums, A preventive meas- 
ure, such as code enforcement, cannot be used to treat prob- 
lems calling for other, more drastic remedies. We believe 
that HUB and local officials xst recognize and accept the 
objective and limitations of code enforcement. 

We recommend that the Secretary of HUD reemphasize the 
slum prevention objective of code enforcement and that the 
program be used only in those areas appropriate for pre- 
venting housing deterioration. To carry out this policy, the 
Secretary should have criteria established requiring that 
consideration be given to the degree of deterioration in 
structures estimated to have code violations and to the in- 
come levels of property owners in proposed code enforcement 
project areas. We recommend elxo that the Secretary require 
strengthening of proced:ares to prevent the use of incorrect 
information in sel.ectir,g areas for participation, 



AGENCY CCMPENTS AND OUR EVALUATION 

HUD said that our report and recommendaticns provided 
a useful analysis of the code enforcement program and identi- 
fied several important areas of program management needing 
improvement but that, by concentrating on specific current 
problems and dwellizg on the programls shortcomings, the 
report tended to ob scure the basic accomplishments and dis- 
tort the overall achievements of a relatively new and evolving 
program. 

HUD said also that cade enforcement was a sensitive 
operation which could not bc carried out without technical 
problems, administrati~,-e complexities, and some citizen 
resistance. In HUD's opinion, the code enforcement program 

e had become .a ste.adi+y rare productive means of conserving 
the NationBs housing supply. 

HUD made the following specific comments. (Our evalua- 
tion follows each comment,) 

1. The record shows that the federally assisted Code 
Enforcement Grant Program has conserved 163,536 
housing units as of June 30, 1970, and that all ex- 
cept 10 percent were brought up to housing code 
standards without the use of Federal assistance. 
Area decline has been arrested, and many cities 
have been freed from the substantial disruptions 
which area decline breeds. 

HUD's corrbinent is based on the record9 but we are not 
convinced that the record properly reflects the accomplish- 
ments of the code enforcement program. In fact, HUD acknowl- 
edged that experience clearly indicated that, in a number of 
instances, an urban renewal nrogram would have been more 
appropriate for the areas seLected. ; 

2. A good indication that. f- HUJJ's selection of project 
areas is within proper limits is that 1.7 percent 
of all dwelling units required demolition--well 
within its criteria of I'ebruary 1969. 

In our opinion, the 11Lrnber of units requiring demolition 
is not a good ind,e:c by itself. 7-h e n-Amber of prcperties in 



violation of code and the severity of the violations should 
be considered. XXI's reply shoved t:?a~c the average number 
of substandard properties in project areas exceeded 70 per- 
cent 0 

Although SEQS~ of the projects ‘cc r;:zILccted had been 
approved prior to Ftbruary 1969, our rcpor~ also discussed 
examples of site selecchon mistakes ir. projects approved 
after February 1969. IKJQ's internal c~.~c!i:~crs reported LIT 
September 1971 that they formd I& yro~os.z:~ in the Chic-go 
Region, including six app,soved after E'ebra~ary 1969, th&t 
had high percentages of buildings ix -ZolaLicn of codes. 
The I-RI% aud.itors said that ~rhey belik?7'ec tlx Chicage Region, 
in most cases9 was riot justified in apl;jprovil?g those projects. 

MUD also said that it planned to ~JZ~LR~ICII~ several 
mmagement changes in its criteria for ci4-c selection. One 
of the changes was: 



data without making independent and adequate i&pections of 
proposed areas before approving projects. 

h - 
tlcl fOiY %z'Jr suggestion L.&IcLL i-k-f income In~rcls ha -? AL”bA” CL - Fart Of 

Lik criteria, EL?> said that the limited financiai resources 
OS property oxners was a primary block to an efficient, 
high-Froduction &de enforcement program. This statement 
supports our view that adequate income levels af project 
area property owners should be a major criterion in site 
selection e 

KIQ also cited two projects as beiq showcase code 
c-l~-~~r~?!x?~t projects, *. -4 even though they were ob,vious renewal 
c?nE!2s physically. In the i%ryviPle project which cost about 

II $1 miilio;~~ 88 percent of the structures had code violations 
'.ji~t only 30, or 7 percent, of the structures had major code 
.QiOl5 cEons * A I-Iii officia 1 stated that the houses in general 
we rt2 sood to very good. Althou gh the percentage of struc- 
tv -ce 2 with code violations, under HUD's criteria, indicated 
t.h~t the a-rza was an obvious renewal area physically, this 
Frt>ject simply reinforced our position Ikit WJD's criteria 
$&-a- rc Inadeq-Gate to determine sqhether an area was appropriate. 
~eca";xc 121e total. costs of the other project were only about 
$140,000, plus $3O,OCO for rshabilitstion grants, ye did 
not determine the condition of the area. 

4. -fie louse Banking and Currency Com&.ttee stated that 
it was not the purpose of the Congress ire limit the 
concentrated cede enforc:?ment progrzx to basically 
sound areas. 

The committee reported that the code enforcement pro- 
vision of the Ilousing and Urban Development Act of 1365 
shculd be interpreted to permit the fimite'd aid involved 
in code enforcement projects in blighted areas where eventual 
clearance appxred Likely, even though such action might be 
some years a-Gay. \Te believe, however, the primary intent of 
the Congress xx what code enforcexent folds should be used 

L in I:as~cnii-~ sound ,7rc‘zs. The Coxxittee comments presented 
cn p,?gc! 25, ar-d l-Xl3 policy sta%ments on page 26 support 
CUT p,o:;iti~n F-5 to ;'i.tz urj_m~ry intent. - 

'i'JD z?.id t'r;at: c'ns 7L965 act authorized the use of the 
(30~1~ <~::f~~~~~~~~~~~t ~J~Q:;'-'~~J~: iri <~w~L~~~~QrE~t&.d ijr deteriora __ f--ing 
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ar&‘s B IIt lmade this comment not to argue that code enforce- 
ment was suitab9.e for slum areas but to show that sePection 
of prqer code enforcement areas xould remain difficult, 
whatever g-uideiines were devised. 

c 
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IiuD's guideiines require communities to complete proj- 
ects within 3 years. At June 30, 1970=--almost 5 years after 
the first project had Seen approved--no projects had been 
completed althougn 5i had been in existence more than 
3 years, By June 30, 1971, only 16 of the 197 &p?rov;ed 
projects had been completed although 92 had been in exist- 
ence more than 3 years. As a result of delays in completing 
projects) additional time and administrative costs were in- 
curred. We believe that the delays in completing projects 
resulted, in part, because HUD d; d TI;L)+ I L 

, --ensure that projects were staffed adequately on the 
basis of adequate plans and 

--monitor projects adequately. 

HUD la&d criteria for determining staffing needs, and 
monitoring ida. impaired bzcauso of IX?D's overcentralized 
organizational structure. Ho%:evarS 5UU had made some efforts 
to overcome its monitoring problems by decentralizing its 
operztions somelihat. IJntil recently I5JI) had managed projects 
out of seven regional offices lot ated in major urban centers. 
Recognizing the need for greater field assistance, HUD re- 
structured its organization to minimize nere desk reviews. 
In October 39?0 HUD increased its regional offices from 
seven to 10 and for the first time esTablished area offices 
(23 within the SO regions). 

Lnadequ.ate staffing and monitor* -- 

Efficient management of code enforcement projects re- 
quires planning, evaluating, aid revieuing, Commmitics ap- 
plying for code enforcement grants are responsible for devel- 
oping a project plan. After the plan is developad, HUD 
needs to evaiuate the feasibility of the plan by measuring' 
its ro3sonabieness (ir:clubL::g staffing) against acceptable 
criteria or b:ork standards, Then, to enstlre that a com- 

I, munit;- i pYo~::7.?;r: is i:? .$t_s:) ~;it-h it:; pl,3n, Iji:D s'nould re- 
vi e-b? ? or moni"_or, the cy~;:~:j-p.r' s efforr s ~ 

i 

i 
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Incomplete and incorrect community plans cause staffing 
problems b ecauss. such plans, based on gross underestimations 
of the nj~ber of homes violating codes, do not permit proper 
evaluation of staffing needs. We found numerous cases of 
gross underestimations. For example, one city estimated 
that 24 percent of the structures violated housing codes-- 
actually 74 percent of the structures violated housing 
codes. In another city the estimate was 34 percent while 
the actual number was 68 percent. 

Even if it had received complete and accurate plans, 
HT*rD could not have measured the reasonableness of proposed 
staffing because it had not established criteria or work 
standards for staffing requirements. Because HUD did not 

. have such standards, it approved code enforcement projects 
for communities not fully prepared to carry them out. 

Despite the deficiencies both in project plans and in 
HUD's evaluation of them, projects might have been more suc- 
cessful if I-IUD's monitoring had been adequate and project 
deficiencies noted had been corrected. HUD did not adequa- 
tely review the projects and was therefore unable to uncover 
planning and implementing deficiencies. 

For example, Detroit's code enforcement project was 
closed out in February 1970 except for the processing of .Y: 
some rehabilitation loans and grants and final audit of : . 
costs. In May 1970, however, Detroit records showed that 
13 percent of the structures originally found in code viola- 
tion were still in violation. We found that other structures 
reported by Detroit as being in compliance were not. 

Detroit's project director told us that the project 
was understaffed by at least two inspectors. The director 
attributed the underestimated staffing to a lack of HUD 
guidance. I-RID's records showed that it had not questioned 
or commented on Detroit's proposed staffing. Also, HUD had 

* not adequately monitored the operations of the project, 
particular y 1 at the beginning when close review was crucial. 

Even from the outset of the project, Detroit's semian- 
nu;;l. reports to HJD showed that progress was insufficient 
t 0 C ClXil i e t e the project on schedule. HUD took no action, 
how e'.-r~r, urt :' 1 after Detroit's June 1968 report showing 
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that, with 1 year to go, the project Ty'as only half finished. 
This limited progress prompted -HiiD to request Detroit to 
accelerate its pace. Detroit subsequently increased its 
staff from F+~Fc to tight LnLpectors, -which enabled it to CA>L 
CO!Ti~l?te in.SpeCtiOilS L Inadequate staffing, however, had 
contributed to the city's inability to'carrect all viola-- 
tions and FZD had to grant a 7-month extension. Perhaps, if 
action had &en taken earlier to increase staffing, results 
might have been diffcrenz. 

In February 1?72 we discussed DetroitTs administration 
of this project with city officials. The Detroit officials 
agreed ti?:biT: file ,troject could have been better administered 
by both MUD and Detroit. They said, hob?ever, that the les- 
sons learned on Ectroit's first code project would enable 
them to be more effective in future projects although there 
were no plans for additional code projects in Detroit. 

A similar situation existed in the University City, 
Missouri, project. The project :<as terminated after 3 years 
with less ehan half the work com?letedJ Eere, as in Detroit, 
staffing was a continuous problem, Although HUD's monitoring 
activities unwvcrcd this staffing problem, city officials 
said that HUD offered no assistance in obtaining staff. The 
city hired additicnal inspectors 3 months before the project 
was scheduled to be completed and requested -HUE> to allow an 
additional year to complete the project. HUD did not grant 
an extensicn because the work remaining could not be 'com- 
pleted within 1 year even with the additiona!_ LnsTectors. 

In the Ferry Oaks project, Salem, Oregon, HUD did not 
determine through its evaluation of project plans or its 
monitoring that a significant staffin% problem existed. A 
private consultant hired by the city found that initial in- 
spections were performed by proper ty impro\.-ement counselors 
who were not experienced in inspection procedures. As a 
result numerous reinspections xere required, increasing ed- 
ministrative costs by about $78,000, 

'de have previously reported on similar deficiencies, 
in addition to the above examples, in I-IUD ' s r;-.ara:emenr: of 



other urban renewal. programs. 1 HUD's internal audit reports 
also offer numerous examples of code enforcement projects 
suffering from inadequate staffing and monitoring. Typical 
of kI!JD's audit fj.pLdip,-c in the New York, Phj.1 -~J-lphLa, Sar, 15" AL&UC 
Francisco2 and Atlanta regions were HUD's failure to: 

--Terminate projects promptly after completion, This 
failure caused additional interest and administrative 
costs to be incurred. 

--Document conclusions reached regarding adequacy, 
feasibility, or appro?ria+eness of proposed projects 
so that weaknesses could be determined and corrected 
in future projects. 

--Effectively monitor project act'ivities so that prob- 
lems causing delays could be identified and corrective 
action taken. 

PEowever, the need for monitoring has not gone completely 
unrecognized. In September 1969 
formed a special division 

the Ch"ica,go Xegional Office 
--the Policy Conformance Division-- 

with two men assigned to inspect and evaluate rehabilitated 
housing in code enfcrcement and urban renewal projects. HUD 
officials told us that the men hzd visited most of the code 
enforcement projects in the Chicago region and, from July 
1970, had been reviewing areas proposed for code enforcement 
projects. 

The division inspections demonstrated the need for HUD 
to monitor project activities. The inspections showed that 
program objectives were not being accomplished because many 
communities erroneously reported that buildings were in code 
compliance. As a result the Chicago Regional Qffice re- 
quested that the housing in code enforcement projects be 
reinspected and brought up to code standards. Because this 

"'More Effective FxIeral Action Needed ?zo Meet Urban Renewal 
Rehabilitation Objectives in Cleveland, Ohiots B-118754, 
Jan. 9, 1963. 

'"Improvements Xcr:-l& in the Managemerl? of the Urban Renewal 
Rehabilitation Program" E-118754, 2,pr, 25, 1969. 



office was in the process of obtaining corrective action 
when k'e c om?ierred our audit, we could not evaluate the re- 
suits of these efforts. 

Tne Chicar;l,o Regional Office plans to dissolve the 
division, but the responsibility for monitoring will be as- 
suned by the area offices. We believe it is essential that 
the area offices continue these monitoring efforts to ensure 
that the program objectives are met, 

Efficient use of resources in managing code enforcement 
projects require5 careful. initial planning--the responsi- 
bility ol con-xx3nities- -and intensive evaluation of this 
p 7-3nni.r!g zo ensure its feasibiLity--the recponsibility of 
EUB, Becanse or i-3- ALLonqlete .and incorrect community plans, 
proJecr,s were not completed in time, administrative costs 
FJere increas62d, al-2 objectives were not achieved, 

Efficient administration of projects also requires that 
the carrying oust of plans be monitored to ensure that ob- 
jectives are achLeved timely and economically. SINI's moni- 
toring process has often failed to either ~uncover problems 
causing delays or resolve the problems discovered. We be- 
lieve that a main cause of this problem was MU3's centralized 
organizational straucture which did not facilitate t-he fre- 
quent contact needed between HLTD officials and local offi- 
cials who implement the code enforcement projects. HUD’S 

reorganization should help to improve HUD’s monitoring. 

We recom;nend that the Secretary of HUD 

--have work standards established so that staffing 
needs of cormmunities may be realistically appraised 
and 

--require close monitoring and reviewing of code enforce- 
ment ?,ro3iscr_; ty 2i.i li5l.l area offices. 
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$GENCY COMPIENTS AND OUR EVALUATION 

HUD agreed that there had been shortcomings in manage- 
ment of the code enforcement program by HiiD and the cities. 
HUD said that it planned to implement administrative changes 
to improve its management. These changes include: 

--Tightened monitoring and follow-through techniques 
to verify and ensure program progress. 

--More careful review of the proposals for local staff 
and closer folkow-up on th e number and qualifications 
of staff actually employed. 

--The review of local. follow-through activities neces- 
sary for maintaining rehabilitation efforts. 

HUD stated that, as HUD and the cities gained additional 
experience and the number and quality of local staff in- 
creased, IHUD's record for completing and closing out projects 
had improved. HUD also said that it began to close out 
projects almost immediately after the cutoff date we used 
and that closeouts had increased rapidly after that. 

We examined HUDBs r-ecords in Washington, D.C., to obtain 
information on the number of projects completed and closed 
out * As of June 30, 1971, HJJD had closed out 16 of the 
197 projects. I 

I 
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CHAPTER 4 - 

PUBLIC IMPROVE~XEENT3 OVEPSXPHASIZED II_------ - 

Hid attempted to improve housing by spending millions 
of dollars for public improvements--paving of streets and 
alleys and repair of sidewalks and curbs--under the Code 
Enforcement Grant Program, We believe that much of this 
spending was c+ qestionable because the improvements had 
little effect in achieving the primary goals of code en- 
forcement--sta.til i?ing neighborhoods, preventing housing 
deterioration, ,z;nd arresting blight. Also the use of funds 
for public iqr3vezcnts has diverted substantial funds from 
use in improving housing. 

Although the emphasis of the Code Enforcement Grant 
Program was to be cnAimprovement of housing and not on pub- 
lic improveniznts, 
$131 millioln 

as of June 30, 1970, HUD had approved over 
--of wh?ic_fi $91.2 million was the Federal share-- 

or about 54 percent of all code enforcement funds for public 
improvements. The remaining 46 percent of project funds were 
for: operations (inspections and code enforcement), 15 per- 
cent; administration, 10 percent; legal and advisory serv- 
ices, 8 percent; contingencies, 9 percent; and other serv- 
ices, 4 percent. 

In our opinion, the primary causes of this overemphasis 
were HUD's 

--lack of adequate criteria for determining whether the 
improvements were needed to achieve code enforcement 
goals and 

--routine funding of public improvements. 

If public improvement spending had been limited to mini- 
mal amounts, as intended by the law, most of the $131 million 
could have been used for the primary purpose of code en- 
for cement- - improvement of housing through inspection and 
compliance with housing 
ment h 

codes-- \:i.thin approved code enforce- 
.roj2cts 

June b0 .r 
or fcr financing additional projects. At 

1970, HUD had not been able to fund requests for 
code c:l,iircc;r,erit nrc',ects of $93 x1 '1 . 1 iC;il L ” 

i 

I 



The primary objective of code enforcement is to improve 
housing and prevent housing deterioration. The program was 
not intended as a vehicle to enable a community to carry out 
a public improvement program. This seems to be indicated by 
the following comment of the House Banking and Currency Com- 

I mittee (H. Rept. 1703, 88th Gong., 2d sess.): 

. 

Is*** in many neighborhoods a program consisting 
primarily of intensive code enforcement could 
eliminate the first stage of slum and blight and 
prevent the need for subsequent clearance or re- 
habilitation activities *** [a program]-which 
could consist entirely or substantially of in- 
tensive code enforcement *;J;*." 
(Underscoring supplied.) 

The emphasis was on improvement of housing and pre- 
vention of further decline in areas having most essential 
public facilities and improvements. Communities, for the 
most part, were expected to provide any necessary public 
improvements. In the Housing Act of 1965, the Congress 
authorized HUD to make eode enforcement grants available for 
areas: 

1 , .k ;‘;., in which such enforcement, together with 
those public improvements to be provided by the 
locality, may be expected to arrest the decline 
of the area." (Underscoring supplied.) 

Although the act provided that code enforcement grants 
could include the repair of necessary streets, curbs, side- 
walks, and similar improvements, we do not believe the Con- 
gress intended to finance general or extensive upgrading of 
public facilities. Other Federal programs have been estab- 
lished for this purpose. For example, the Public Facility 
Loans Program is available to provide long-term loans to 
help communities finance needed public works. 

.A After we requested HUD's comments on our report, HUD 
issued a policy in December 1971 requiring that, in ap- 
proving code enforcement projects, priority should be given 
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to communities that make significant efforts to finance 
needed public improvements from local resources. 

CRITERIA INADEQUATE FGR 
APPROVING PUELIC I~YgROVEMENTS 

HUD recognized that only limited public improvement 
expenditures were to be made under the code enforcement 
program, but it established criteria that were too broa,. and 
too liberal to ensure that public improvement spending would 
he minimal. HUD defined necessary public improvements as 
those improvements "necessary to arrest the decline of the 
area" without determining how this criterion was to be ap- 
plied in approving specific code enforcement projects. HUD 
approved public improvements on the basis of its judgment 
that the improvements were necessary without documenting 
the underlying factors considered in making its decision, 

Recognizin g that controls were needed to limit public 
improvements, HUD established a list of public improvements 
eligible for inclusion in code enforcement projects. HUD, 
for the most part, automatically approved such items when 
they were included in code enforcement applications. Al- 
though HUD did reduce the amount of funds for improvements 
in some projects, the purpose of its disapprovals was to 
limit total project costs rather than to eliminate improve- 
ments not necessary to arrest blight. 

HUD further limited public improvement expenditures by 
requiring that they not exceed 70 percent of total project 
costs. I-IUD officials told us that the limitation, set in 
February 1969, was to prevent cities from turning code en- 
forcement projects into public improvement projects. They 
said that the limit vas based on amounts authorized for 
public improvements in projects approved prior to establish- 
ment of the guidelines. Because public improvement costs 
were a substantial part of the prior approved projects, HUD's 
action did not prevent such costs from continuing to be a 
large part of code enforcement projects. Projects approved 
after this limitation included $25.9 aillion for public im- 
provements, representing 62 percent of total project costs. 
In one project 86 percent of the total cost of $765,576 was 
for public improvements. 
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In three HUD regions, Chicago, E'ansas City, and Seattle, 
we found that: 

--Chicago approved 21 projects, ixluding public im- 
provement costs of $31 million representing over 
58 percent of total project costs. 

--Kansas City approved five projects, including public 
improvement costs of $2.5 million representing over 
55 percent of total project costs (one project in- 
cluded $69G,OCO, 83 percent of total costs for public 
improvements). 

--Seattle approved two projects with public improvement 
costs of $615,000, or 51 percent of total costs. 



HUD authorized a significant part of public improvement 
expenditures for street and alley paving. It is questionable 
that such improverents are necessary to stabilize neighbor- 
hoods and arrest blight. Sizeable areas of many communities 
lack paved str eets and alleys, and the absence of such im- 
provements may not necessarily be a significant factor caus- 
ing blight because sound, as well as blighted, neighborhoods 
lack such improvements. In some cities ide found sound areas 
without paved streets and alleys and blighted areas with 
paved streets and alleys. 

In the three HUD regions included in our review, 35 code 
enforcement projects approved as of June 30, 197c', included 
$23 million for street and alley improvements, IIT;'D's policy 
stated that the code enforcement program was not intended to 
enable a community to carry out a street improvement program. 
'HUD's policy provided that areas needing ezctensive street 
imprGvsment or lacking other essential public facilities be 
excluded from the code enforcement program. 

We believe that HUD's inadequate criteria for approving 
public improvements has enabled some communities to obtain 
Federal funds to finance their ongoing programs of construct- 
ing and maintaining streets and alleys. MOSC States make 
their cities responsibie for street maintenance. One State, 
for example, requires its cities to keep all streets within 
their jurisdictions in reasonable repair and authorizes them 
to make ' specral assessments to cover the costs. in addition, 
the State transfers part of its gasoline taxes to the cities 
for street maintenance. Instead of using local funds for 
street and alley paving and code enforcement funds for pre- 
serving housing, some cities have used Federal funds to 
supplement their street maintenance programs. 

Moreover, cities may be motivated to reqtiest that street 
and alley paving be included as public improvements in code 
enforcement projects becallse under KCD policy ehe cities' 
shares of such costs can be assessed against property owners. 
For example, a city in Ohio and one in Texas wczre allowed to 
assess 100 percent z? p?lblic ir:!provn:~~n~_ costs against prop- 
erty owners. lZ,D 21:.c>;ed ;:?A? enELi- a2m:>r;n';r; ~ss~s:;,z~ for 
public improvements to count as par-z of the cities' share 
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of code enforcement project costs because the cities said 
that otherwise they could not afford the projects. kje be- 
lieve that, if cities had to completely finance their sk,;are 
of code enforcement Troject costs from city funds, the;: would 
givk greater consideration to the need for public im?ro\-ame;lts. 

Examples of code enforcement projects having question- 
able public improvements follow. 

Detroit 

By February 1970 Detroit had installed 98 percent of the 
authorizr?d public improvements at a cost of $i,267,000, or 

. 65 percent of the project funds. About $740,000 was for 
paving alleys. Detroit officials justified paving alleys by 

. stating that it TJouPd eliminate a major blighting influence-- 
unpaved, overgrown, and unsightly alleys. At the close of 
the project, paved alleys in the area were littered and can- 
tinued to be an eyesore in the neighborhood. The following 
pictures, taken in March 1971, show two paved alleys and two 
unpaved alleys in the project area. 

Detroit public health officials said that alleys in the 
code enforcement project area were a health hazard and that 
improving refuse collection rather than pouring concrete 
would have gone much further toward correcting this condition. 

That unpaved alleys are not a major blighting influence 
is evidenced by the many unpaved alleys located in sound, 
thriving neighborhoods in Detroit. Conversely many of the 
more severely blighted sections of the city have paved alleys. 
In Detroit the entire cost of alley paving is normally as- 
sessed against property owners. Therefore the import~ace 
placed on alley paving by Detroit citizens can be measured 
by the fact that over 58 percent of Detroit's 1,5CO miles of 
alleys are not paved. Since 1964, only 33 miles of unpaved 
alleys have been paved3 and 7 of these miles were in the 
code enforcement project area. 

Although it was ~HUD"s policy to approve only those pub- 
lic improvements needed to ensure that the decline of the 
area was arrested, HiYD, in its review of DetroitPs 2pplica- 
tion, did ilot q!Jesti.on or comment on the need for Detroit's 
proposed public imprvvezments. 



Paved atleye do not contribute significantly toward arresting blight. 
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\ 
Dayton, Ohio 

In its second code enforcement project, Dayton proposed 
to spend over S-G.1 millions of xXch 63 percent, or $2.6 mil- 
lion, was for public imprcvements-- almost $2 million was for 
alley paving. Dayton did not explain wky these public im- 
provements were needed nor how they would ensure that blight 
would be arrested in the project area. In its application 
Dayton stated tha t the aderquacy of existing public facilities 
in the neighborhood had been reviewed in detail and that the 
proposed code enforcement project included only public im 
provements which fell within ECD's eligibility criteria. 
Although HUD o fficials reviewed Dayton's application and made 
several visits to the project area, they approved the pro- 
posed public improYJements without cementing on their neces- 
sity, their high cost in relation to total cost, or Dayton's 
lack of justification. 

To determine the condition of the streets and alleys and 
the need for the proposed repaving, we inspected the project 
area in July 1970. Most of the alleys and streets were in 
good condition and, in our opinion, did not need to be re- 
surfaced althoug;? some were in need of minor repair or patciz- 
ing. After we quosti oned the need for resurfacing alleys and 
streets in Dayton, HVD agreed to review the need for paving 
the alleys and for reconstruction and resurfacing of Dayton's 
streets. In March 1971, however, HUD determined that the pub- 
lic improvements prcpo sed by Dayton met its criteria for eli- 
gibility and decid,ed that Dayton should proceed with the 
project, as proposed. 

T An March 1972 we discussed this project with officials 
of the city of Da)-ton. They told us that public improvements 
were ncedod to aotlvate yropcrty owners to repair their homes. 
They also said that the expenditures for public improvements 
were necessary because the costs of the improvements counted 
toward the cityJs share of the code enforcement project costs. 
They explained t hat the. city had sufficient capital improve- 
ment funds for p;blic improvements but not sufficient general- 
operating funds for inspection of housing. They said that 
witho:.& these public improvements Dayton couid not have af- 
forded the project e 
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Minneapolis 

The estimated cost for Minneapolis' second code enforce- 
ment project was $3.2 million, including $2.5 million, or 
79 percent, for public improvements. Over $2.3 million was 
for street paving. 

Minneapolis justified paving its oil-topped dirt streets, 
in part, by stating that the cost of street maintenance would 
be reduced and housing values stabilized. Although it is 
true that paved streets will influence property values in a 
neighborhood, the primary factor in eliminating blight is the 
condition of the structures in the neighborhood. Unpaved 
streets in a particular neighborhood have a lesser impact as 
a blighting influence when the majority of streets in.the 
city are unpaved, as in Minneapolis. / 

HUD approved this project even though the following 
comments from HUD officials questioned the advisability of 
approving code enforcement projects in Minneapolis. 

"In my opinion this [city] *** wants federal money 
to build streets, most of which are oil-topped 
dirt streets in Minneapolis' residential area. In 
my opinion, 'k** [the city wants] merely to enforce 
the code only to the extent necessary to obtain 
such assistance.“ 

* * * * -k 

"Minneapolis admittedly keys its urban renewal and 
code enforcement proposals to its twenty-year pro- 
gram of street paving and related public improve- 
ments *c-k-k0 I think it would be wise to take a 
very close and critical look at the proposed pub- 
lic improvements in order to be certain that not 
only are they eligible for inclusion in the bud- 
get, but also that they are indeed necessary to 
arrest the decline of the area. I think this 
factor has often been neglected and I believe 
that this evaluation shculd be an essential par;t 
of the review of any code enforcement applica- 
tion. O1 

I  
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In February 1.?72 Xiinneapoiis officials 
Minneapolis tried to include as many public 

‘Vl /IQ/p 
e-y 

told us that 
improvements in 

its project as possible, since the use of Federal money for 
such improvyycny; a?l;;-$"yFd the city tz . s??zpAd En--73 0-F II."A. L L its 
money for pavii:g st;-^ekts outside the project area, These 
officials were also of the opinion that public improvements 
were essential in obtaining support and cooperation from the 
project residents for code enforcemen?. 

St. Paul: Minnesota 

Total project costs in St. Paul were $4.2 million, with 
" over $3,2 million, or 76 percent, representing public improve- 

ments. An estimated $2.4 miliion xas for street paving and 
repair of, cures arid gutters. St. Paul's Bureau of Valua- 
tions determined that 20 to 33 percent of all public improve- 
ment costs incurred under the code enforcement project could 
be recovered by assessing property owners. Since the Federal 
share is 66 percent, the city will have to provide from 1 to 
14 percent of the total cost after recovering the remaining 
20 to 33 percent of its share from property assessments. As 
a result, St. Paul has been able to provide public improve- 
ments in the project area with Little expense to the city. 

In the application St. Paul officials stated that resi- 
dential street paving would offer lasting benefits and act 
as an incentive for property owners to improve their homes. 
HUD did not question the need for the public improvements 
requested but did question the large amount of funds. HIJD 
was not concerned as to whether the proposed public improve- 
ments were needed to arrest blight but was concerned about 
the high ratio of public improvement costs to other costs. 
Even after a HUD official pointed out that proposed public 
improv~~~ts were $1. million above its criteria, HUD ap- 
pro-\/:sd the full amount of $3.2 million proposed for public 
improvements. 

St. Paul officials said that alley improvements defi- 
nitely inspired backyard cleanup, fence improvements, garage 
painting aild repair, weed control, etc. On the basis of our 
revie::T oflthe Detroit code enforcement project area, as dis- 

, cussed 03 I~I-iLJC SC, we question whathcr the improvement of 
alleys p&y-><-gql; motivates property owners to make home 
improve;le:lts e City officials told us that property owners 

I 
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were greatly opposed to code enforcement and that public 
acceptance of code enforcement was obtained only because 
public improverrents were included in the project area. 



We believe the Congress intended that the code enforce- _ _ ment program should concentrate cn prxenting housing dete- 
rioration and arresting blight. Public improvements were 
not to be the central thrust of the program, and spending 
for such improvements was to be minimal. 

By spendin g over 50 percent of all code enforcement 
funds for public improvements, HUD has not complied with the 
intent of the Congres s and has diverted resources from the 
more critical need of enforcing codes. Public improvements 
were overemphasized under the code enforcement program, pri- 
marily because of HUD's 

. 
--lack of adequate criteria for determining whether 

improvements were needed to achieve code enforcement 
goals and 

--routine funding of public improvements. 

If HUD's criteria had been adequate, public improvement 
spending could have been limited to minimal amounts and most 
of t'he $131 million could have been used to improve housing 
and could have supported a greater number of projects. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Secretary of HUD have procedures 
established to provide for a more critical review of requests 
for public improvements. To do so, I-IUD needs to revise its 
criteria to provide sufficient and adequate guidance for ap- 
proving public improvements in code enforcement projects. 

AGENCY CCMMENTS AND CUR EVALUATION 

HUD"s comments on our discussion of public improvements 
and our evaluations follow. 

1. The tota'l amount budgeted for public improvements 
amounts to about $225 per project dwellinp, unit, a 
very modest figure. The remaining project costs, 
including administration, training, legal. services, 
and operations, amount to $200 per project dwelling 



. 

unit. No other program provides so much housing 
improvement for so little in Federal expenditures. 

The $425 total budgeted cost for each project dwelling 
unit cited by HUD breaks down to 53 percent for public im- 
provements and 47 percent for other project costs. As stated 
on page 51, we found that $131 million was approved for pub- 
lic improvements under a program intended primarily tP in- 
tensify code enforcement on housing in areas beginning to 
show signs of deterioration. Xe found also that only 15 per- 
cent of total costs were for operations; i.e., inspection 
and code enforcement, The remaining 31 percent was consumed 
by administrative, legal, and advisory services and contin- 
gencies* HUD's conTent therefore does not change our view 
that substantial additional housing improvements could have 
been effected if most of the $131 million had been used for 
code enforcement. 

2. The importance of public improvements to citi;s and 
to the success of the code enforcement program can 
be seen in the priority individual cities have placed 
on upgrading local corrmunity facilities. The 132 
communities in the program, as of June 30, 1970, are 
spending $209 million over and above the project 
budget amounts for public improvements in project 
areas. 

I 

The Congress did not intend that the emphasis of the 
code enforcerLent program be placed on public improvements 
and was concerned that the code enforcement program would 
become a vehicle enabling cities to carry out public improve- 
ment programs. EUD's auditors reported in September 1971 ' 
that they believed the total funds allocated by HUD's 
Chicago Regional Office for public improvements were ex- 
cessive and contrary to congressional intent. In our opin- 
ion, some cities stressed public improvements because they 
wanted financing for them, not because they believed public 
improvements were essential to the success of code enforce-" 
ment projects. 

3. The psychologicG1: importance of public improvements 
should not be ul:,d'restimated. 

$ 
A substantial amount 

of visible public,inprovements must often be achieved 
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to entice property obmers into performing necessary 
improvements on their buildings. An owner is far 
more likely to make expensive changes to his home if 
he can see improvements that the city is paying for. 
A great many owners make improvements far above the 
basic code requirements. 

We are not! suggesting that public improvements are not 
needed. Our primary concern is that Code Enforcement Grant 
Program funds have been spent in a manner not contemplated 
by the legislation. 

4. HUB issued its present guidelines in February 1969, 
and most of the projects reviewed by GAO were ap- 
proved prior to those guidelines. Any revision in 
HUD's present flexible-poti-cy will need to allow in- 
dividual treatment of projects. 

Although most of the projects we reviewed were approved 
before HUD issued its guidelines in February 1969, we found, 
as stated on page 53, that the proportion of public improve- 
ment costs was greater in code enforcement projects approved 
after February 1969. 

HUrl comnented that, although it believed public improve- 
ments were important to the success of the program and, in 
some cases, essential public improvements were keys to the 
success of the projects, it was reviewing its present policy 
and expected to provide clearer guidelines as part of its 
overall review of the program. 
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APPENDIX I 

DEPARTME:IT OF HQUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20410 

NOV 18 1971 
e 

Mr. E. E. Birkle 
Assistant Director 
General Accounting Office 
451 7th Street, S. W. - Room 4170 
Washington, D. C. 20410 

Dear Mr. Birkle: 

We have reviewed the draft report prepared by the General Accounting 
Office (GAO) entitled, “Nationwide Enforcement of Housing Codes: Is it 
Helping to Achieve the Nation’s Housing Goal?” I wish to apologize for 
the delay in this reply. Responsibility for management of the Code 
Enforcement Program was in the process of being transferred to me as 
Assistant Secretary for a new orgar‘ization for Community Development. 
The issues you posed were important and we wanted to study them carefully. 
We also wanted to consider policy issues in the Code Enforcement Program 
in relation to the several related programs with which it is now adminis- 
tratively combined. 

The draft GAO audit report and recommendations provided a useful analysis 
of the Code Enforcement Program. I would like to respond to each of the 
major points in the report and provide a summary of actions now under way 
to strengthen the program. Before I respond to your specific recor!menda- 
tions, I feel it is important to provide an overview of the Code Enforce- 
ment Program and its important contributions. This will put our copa:ents 
in a more useful perspective since the draft audit report in its necessary 

concentration on specific current problems, tends to obscure the basic 
accomplishments of the program. 

Positive Accomplishments of the Code Enforcement ProPram 

The Federally Aided Concentrated Code Enforcement Program came into being 
with the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965, thru its addition of 
Section 117 to the Housing Act of 1949, as amended. The regulations 
developed to implement this program were designed to permit the corrmunities 
to get quickly into execution. The basic goal of Section 117 contemplated 
that the program would arrest the decline of the area. 
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APPENDIX I 

We are gratified to find in this report a recognition of the importance 
of code enforcement. The report states: "Although new construction is 
necessary to increase the sc:>?,!y of housing, it is vitally important to 
preserve existing housing from becoming slums." The record shows that 
the Federally Assisted Code Enforcement Program is doing that. Authorized 
in 1965, the program conserved 19,500 housing units by June 30, 1967. 
This total rose to 61,855 on June 30, 1968, to 115,773 on June 30, 1969, 
and to 163,536 on June 30, 1970. 

In this regard, some 163,500 families, that formerly lived in substandard 
buildings, are now living in decent, safe, and sanitary housing as a 
result of program code compliance. Through the financial assistance pro- 
vided to property owners, many of these families are enjoying a modern 
bath and plumbing facilities, central heating, and adequate light and 
ventilation for the first time. Knowing their neighbors are subject to 
the same impartial requirements, a great many owners make improvements far 
and above the basic code requirements. Throtigh the financial aid provided 
by the program for code enforcement projects, streets have been widened, 
repaired, paved, curbed ) guttered and provided with traffic lights, thus 
eliminating dirt, dust, congestion and drainage problems and facilitating 
traffic flow and control. 

In addition to the public improvements provided at project expense parks, 
playgrounds, schools and water and sewer systems have been provided in code 
enforcement projects by the localities at no expense to the project. In 
fact, the locality is spending more than two dollars for every Federal Code 
Enforcement Project dollar spent for p?lblic improvements. The extent to 
which the localities are willing to contribute to the project attests to 
their support for the program. Area decline has been arrested in over 150 
areas, and many cities have been freed from the substantial disruption which 
area decline would otherwise breed. This record by itself does not indicate 
the full impact of the program because it does not disclose the part played 
by private initiative. Actually, Department data shows that all except 10 
percent of the 163,536 housing units conserved by the program through June 
3Q, 1970, were brought up to standard without the use of Federal assistance. 
The program stimulated this private action. This production record is a 
factor that should be evident in any examination of the code enforcement 
program. 

BUD Impact on Local Code Enforcement Activities 

The report labels Local code enforcement a delusion stating that com- 
munities have failed to enforce their housing codes and that HUD has 
contributed to the lack of progress by allowing an inordinately low level 
of local enforcement as adequate to meet prerequisite requirements for it6 
programs of Federal financial assistance under the k‘orkable Program. It 
seems to us that the GAO's report substitutes a highly idealized wish for 
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a realistic evaluation of actions which are actually possible. The very 
introduction of Code Enicrc.:ment legislation reflects :he Corgressiopal 
recognition of the operational limitations inherent in traditional day- 
to-da:; lora I rnde enforcement . Our Lfn-Lahle ?rogr;;m po!icv is dtsfg.ned .‘.Y.,l 
at minimum to rec,lJlrc cwp1 iance xi th statutorv requirtzc::ts and such 
improvement beyond scch minimum as can reascr:nSly be expected. Code 
enforcement grants arr a rec:)gnition of a century of neglect at the local 
level; assistance must be provi6s:d to the cities to work toward Building 
adequate capacity in codes systems ,%nd management to upgrade their efforts. 

The GAO report makes little reference to the broad national problems that 
beset central urban arc.ls: tF8;3t rt:prer,ent social and econcztic issues far 
beyond the present resourc+s ay-a:I~;-:e in HUD programs. WP have to help 
cities with present resxrrtzs. -4 withholding of the present li:nited funds 
to press for a level of !:~~rf0rz-22ic* beyond the manage,ment or fiscal capacity 
of the cities throughout the c~ncry is not a practical approach. 

The day-to-day operaticxn of a non-assisted traditional program is for the 
most part an exercise in fr::;trariun to city officials. Even the most 
highly motivated and e ricic.~t r,oJ” 
considerable restraintfi 

cnfx-cement administrator must act with 
‘f {in entD:cceent of housing codes would result in 

the harassmrtnt and eviczicn c?f fnmilies into the street. The limited financial 
resources of owner occupan:s snd tx low return to investor owners are primary 
roadblocks to an efficient high prl:dxction code enforcement program. Any 
meaningful acceleration in cctie l.nfnrcexent generally requires the kinds of 
assistance which the Fedcrai progran provides. 

Local code enforcement is beset with serious problems, which are Inadequately 
acknowledged by the G.20 report (paqr 25). Perhaps most serious is the actual 
impact uf regular’ i,~cril code enforcc:?ent in declining areas in those cities 
where it has been used. Often it sizoly aggravates the situation and leads 
to abandonment. We have studies sh?ving that this happened in Cleveland, 
St. Louis, Chicago, and several other cities. !&en an 8rea is declining, it 
is difficult or impossible to obtain commercial financing to do extensive 
rehabilitaticn work; also. inves::>r-ovners are unlikely to commit more capital 
to an already questionable inves:ment. So when the city enforces its codes 
in these areas, owners are fr<>quently bnable t6 meet the costs (and either 

move out or terminate all npernt!rc ~~xr~enses in order to retrieve sc5e nf 
their 0rigr;na.l in.-.astmcnt bcfr\re :ha city possesses their property). 

A city-wide code enforcement program qould be disastrous if it were imple- 
mented without adPq;late provisicpn ior l<:w-cost financing, relocation housing, 
and monetary grants for hardship CSSES. Some cities have mounted successful 
part ial programs. San Francisco is treating all of its hotels and apartment 
houses through a phased local effort. Atlanta is phasing a code enforcement 
program in conjunction with its strcpt paving in better-off neighborhoods. 



We feel that the Workable pLogram has made t-tin: pr:sress in meeting its 
statutory objectives. 2,4.?& c.s)mmunities bed certified Workabie Programs 
as of Deccmbrr 31, 1970. Pia t: 8 af these communities adcptei !lousing codes 
for the first time in order tc.1 quaiif:: : or Work?hie ? -:pro,m certif Ication. 

Program activities have been r+;cpcnsihle for the irsorcti$.n of over 3ne 
miilion housing units for code ceopZi.;nce sin.ce 19isi. The Code Enforcement 
Program and related effcrts b:? FL:‘3 ln pressing: for ur,3d’?c+ion of low and 
moderate income housing and in providing rehejilit? t-ion fcans and grants 
have been effective partners in the effort to save biightoj areas. 

i 

We need to do much more. The recent reor=sni:xticn of HCCl has brought 
together twelve Coi-meunity Devc!apmcnt nrq;rzcn thnt can new be mere 
effectively coordinated. Workable Frc.,ram hctivlties hove been loined with 
urban planning and management essisran:e efforts. Pr~gtm ?ct:.vitv has been 
decentralized to a new structure 01 f.r-a ij<:icea phvsjc.yl!y closer to the 
communities*they serve and organized in a.2 c-cry--nicql r-:2\ that w?!l begin 
to let us work with the community to I 6~’ el, Hi’> prczrzms in .a coordinated 
and eventually supportive approach to tI--i? u:-gent ;~roble.w JE l;rb.-n decay. 

‘3 

Beyond these specific efforts within present lqlslstion, :he President has 
proposed an important longer range aporcech to :\rgvidinn rltizs with greater 
authority to deal effectively with their own proL!ems throueh general purpose 
and special purpose Revenue Sharing. Federal ~fficinls cwrlat solve the 
problems of the cities. They must do this themselves. 

Site Selectif-an 

The GAO report concLuded that the many areas anproved by hUB for the con- 
centrated code enforcement progrx? were in large part ton detericrated, and 
accordingly, inappropriate for cc& enforcement trt?ai ,7x11:. 

Clear standards for selecting aopropriate rites for co-l~z enforcement are 
difficult to set. The legislation acd the record cf dsbntc during Congression- 
a! discussion of the program are not as precise as the (1,~) has implied. The 
1965 statute authorizes the use of the Concntrared Cc:d,e Lriorcement Program 
in “deteriorated or deteriorat rng” arees, We stress this not to argue t-hat 
code enforcement is suitable for ;Iam ~fcar~:~c-, but to sh-v that the selec- 
tion of proper Code Enforcemen, + Fr,.,sran areas will rel~.lin iifficult, whatever 
guidelines fonmllas are devised. The,Housr Sankins and Currency Committee 
Report on the Iiousing Act of 1966 wzs speciiic jn st.atjng that it is not the 
purpose of Congress to limit the Code S.nforcc.:wt Prrgra- to basically s:>und 
areas. 

The Concentrated Code Enforcement Program is relarive!y new and dealswith 
dynamic and rapidly changing local condlticns. ln many communities the 
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impact of early Urban Renewal concentration on clearance activities has 
resulted in strop negative feelings on the part of important minority 
group areas. The Piodel Cities Program has felt this problem intensely. 
Often Code Enfcrcrsent is a more practical solution to the expressed 
needs or kocal citizens. Tbis is not a sufficient reason by itself for 
selec:ing certain areas for code enforcement activity, but it does reflect 
local concerns to which we must respond. 

There is a considera3le degree of overlap between areas eligible for 
CCEF' and those eligible for conventional renewal. !4!ch of the appro- 
priateness of an area for one ot the other is not just the physical con- 
dition of the b-Jildings; it depends also on the palatability of UE to the 
arc+ residents, CR the balance of pride in home ownership, on the area's 
physica: przximizy to more seriously blighted areas, on the capability of 
Zhe c!:ty's code-cnEorczoent staff, and on similar criteria. Maryvilke 
c?ti.,., i nnci Pitt s:?l;rg (Calif. were both "obvious" renewal areas ph:+,;icalky; 
tY.liz Sk nr: hssc becoze showcase CCEP projects. During a recent HLTD study of 
c~~;lr~4 a>d m-sr-cscpieted CCEP projects, we visited several projects -&ich 
had h*?n successfully completed even though they had very high percentages of 
stzuctures with code vioiattons. 

.-~l::~ol <.h :'z is possible to identify areas of a city &ere housing conditions 
ar* 63 bad E'hat code enforceuent is not appropriste, it is difficult to 
define among areas of moderate to fairly heavy deterioration the point at 
c>:lch an area is "declining", but not TOO fer oqe” for code enEorcenent. 2 - 
431th "3 nany unconrrolkabke variables, it is imoossibke to foreccst the rate 
of decline for an area. Even if accurate inforiation were avaikabie on the 
dr~re+ of blight in a proposed project, by the time the project was epproved 
wd into execution, the area might have plummeted physically (or it might have 
co7.e up on its 0~2)~ But such accurate inforzatlon is costly to obtain,snd 
:<athertn~, it would further extend the tiT&- lapse between &en an area is 
icr:ltiLzed as declining and when the code enforcement could begin. 

If CCEP is rsally to dig into declining neighborhoods (and not just bolster 
81 rcdy sound areas) ) there will have to be a considerable amount of experi- 
menting involved with finding suitable arecs. Some proportion of the projects 
C871 be expected to fail. Too high a success rate might even indicate that 
CC%' 15, beiq wn~tcd in the wrong types of aress. Until we Learn more about 
the placcss of niighba:ho3d decline and until accurate, up-to-date infxma- 
tio~: .nbout housing conditions is readily available to cities, HUD will have 
to rely henv:iIy c'n the discretion of local officials in determining the 
feasibilEty of ccdc enforcement projects. 

Early evidence of probkems relating to site selection resulted 3n revised 
BUD ymiicy g'.lideki?:es thar were issued in February 1069. Examination of 



experience qwith she federally assisted Concentrated Code Enforcement 
Program clearlv indicated that in a number of instances, an Urban Renewal 
Prn~9,re.m would h?V? beer! 8 mere acpropriate treatment for the areas selected. 
The 19~9 poiiLy provloed cLariEication by reiteration of the policy pre- 
viously set forth and the provision of additional guidelines for better 
selection of project aress. Most of the projects selected by the GAO in 
th-ir study had been opprovfd under earlier guidelines. This was under- 
standable since the GX was checking on projects that had been in operation 
over a period of several years, but in a program as new as this, the changes 
In policy were not fairly roflerted in the projects studied by the GAO. 

On en overall basis, HUD is confident that the selection of project areas -- 
faulty in some instances--is nonetheless proceeding within proper limits. 
A good index of this is the record of dwelling units requiring demolition 
in project nrc?s. The following table shows the number of structures and 
dwellinp ~~nits in the proie:t aress as of June 30, 1970, and the number of 
these classified as substandard or subject to demolition. 

Structures Dwelling Units 

Total in Areas 317,460 580,767 

Substandard 221,317 413,516 

To be Demolished 5,554 9,490 

The HUD guideline, published February 17, 1969, states: "Ordinarily the 
estimated number of propertjes to be demolished should not exceed two or 
three percent, and rarely five percent," The number of structures marked 
for de.noliticn in the above table is 1.7 percent of the total. 

GAO suggests, as additional site-selection criteria, more intensive testing 
of the degree of deterioration in proposed project areas and the extent of 
poverty in the areas. For many months HL'D has investigated these and other 
site-selection factors, but remains unconvinced that the additional documenta- 
tion which these criteria would require-m the results of interior housing 
inspections, for exnmple--are necessary to make sound judgments. The Depart- 
mont has tried to avoid encumbering this program with extensive documentation, 
since it is felt that the basis for sound site-selection decisions should be 
available in community records and through on-site inspections by code 
specialists. With the publication of more explicit guidelines on February 17, 
1969, the Department believes that site-selection mistnkcs have been reduced 
ti&hout subjecting communities to unnecessary documentation. 
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Problems of Cjtv 2nd HCD Manaeement of the Concentrated Code 
Enforcement Prosrem 

The GAO contends that cities have assigned inadequate numbers of staff to 
their approved Code Enforcement projects and that HCD has failed to carry 
out its management responsibility in assuring adequate staffing, effective 
local managercent and prompt completion of the local projects within three 
years. We certainly admit to shortcomings in this area. However, we are 
coping with a type of local government activity that has a history of 
ineffective codes, inadequate staff, few, if 2ny, examples of effective 
local codes management, little or no prcfessionel tradition, and frequent 
record of local political interference. We are haling with one of the 
traditionally XJeak areas of local. public mznagcment. Faced with a practical 
choice of closing down vital projects and destroying the positive efforts 
by the city, we have often settled for less than we would like. 

GAO mentions the lack of project close-outs as a result of poor program 
management. Although our record could be improved, the GAO was reviewing 
projects in a new program &ere only a few of the first projects had been 
in operation for :hree years. Projects began to be closed out almost 
inmediately after the cut-.?ff date GAO used, end project close-outs have 
been increasing rapidly since then. We should also point out th2t some 
projects are in fact completed but not officially “closed out” because of 
problems on such things as final accounting for the project. As we and 
the cities gain additional experience and the number and quality of local 
staff increrse, our record has improved.. 

HUD has just Complett?d a new review of the Concentrated Code Enforcement 
Program and administrative changes wiil he implemented during the balance 
of the fiscal year. Mosr of these are based on experience since the 1969 
changes in program policy 2nd management improvements developed in Chicago 
Region th2t are cited in the G;iO report. These include: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

More sophisticated site selection criteria coupled with 
on-site pre-approval inspections to assure that CCEP funds 
are applied to areas where there are good prospects of 
arresting decline. 

Tightened monitorin!: and follow-through techniques to verify 
and insure program progress. 

More car*eful review of the proposals for local staff and 
more close follow-up on the number and qualifications of 
staff actually employed, 

The review of local follow-through activities necessary for 
maintaining rehabilitation efforts. 

71 



Action by the Department to decentralize responsibility to Area Offices 
and combine the several related HL'D programs in support of local community 
development should provide more effective monitoring and coordination of 
the CCEP proSram. We aiso pian to work with the cities to develop local 
techniques and capacity for the local evaluation of the adequacy and 
effectiveness of their code enforcement activities. 

Public IEprovements 

The draft GAO report stat&s that HUD has allowed local governments to 
overemphasize the use of CCEP funds for public improvements. We are 
reviewing our present policy and expect to provide more clear guidelines 
as a part of our overall review of the program. After two years of 
operating experience, we issued the present guidelines in February 1969 
based on problems which had developed. Most of the projects reviewed by 
th? GM were in the group approved prior to rrhe new policy. Those guide- 

s lines were intdsnded to provide a framework for decisions by HUD field staff, 
not serve as absolute ceilings, and there have been some individual projects 
anproved since 1969 that exceed the guidelines. Each project must be re- 

* viewed on an individual basis and in some cases essential public improve- 
ments are a key to the success of the project. 

Any revision in our present flexible policy will need to allow for this 
individual treatment of each project on its merits. The GAO report cites 
several examples of projects with a high ratio of public improvements. The 
picture nationally shows that about 50% of the funds from approved projects 
is used for this category of approved cost. As of June 30, 1970 there were 
151 active projects with a total project cost of $246,347,000 ($173,759,000 
of this was Federal funds). Public Improvement costs in the project budget 
totaled .$133,571,000 or 542 of the total project cost. It should be noted 
that the cost of public improvements involving construction activity is much 
higher than the staff and related "software" costs for other phases of local 
cus projects. (See GAO note below.) 

The importance of public improvements to the locality and to the success of 
the @EP program can be seen in the priority individual cities have placed 
in this type of upgrading of the local community facilities. The 132 
communities in the pr*>gram as of June 30, 1970, are spending $209,180,000 
for public improvements in 151 project areas over and above the eligible 
shared public improvement items in the project budgets. They also are 
spending $42,371,000 as their share of the eligible public improvement items 
in the budgets. This means that the communities regard streets, alleys, and 
other public improvements as so vital to neighborhood conservation they they 
are outspending the Federal Government on these improvements by a margin of 
$251,560,000 to $91,2OO,OCO. 

GAO note: The public improvement costs cited by the Assis- 
tant Secretary differ with the figure used in our 
report. Xe discussed this with HUD officials who 
said that the Secretary's figures were incorrect. 

- . _ - - ,. _ ,i .__“__.. 1 .- --“ET-’ 
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Project residents of both standard and substandard dwelling units benefit A 
from the public improvements made. The total amount budgezed for pubLic 
improvements amounts to about $225 per project dwelling unit, a very modest 
figure when compared to site improvement costs ordindrily expended in 
connection with new construction. Actually, many residents outside the 
project area also benefit from the public improvements inside the project 
area. All the rest of project costs including administration, operations, 
training, legal services and advisory services to area residents and 
property owners amounts to some $200 more per project dwelling unit. k'e 
know of no ether program which provi&s so much housing improvement for so 
little in Federal expenditures. We know of no other renewal effort that has 
acconplished ao much in so short a time. 

+4 substantial amount of visible pttblic improvement must often be done in 
order-to entice property owners into perfoming the necessary improvements 
on their builcings. ."Iach of the rehabilitation required under code enforcc- 
men: is not readily visible or even functional on a day-to-day basis (e.g., 
electrical rewiring, provisions for fire exits, fire walls, plumbing 
deficiencies which people have gotten "use to" over time. Cohen the inspector 
tries to convince :he owner that it is to his benefit to make these kinds of 
(expensive) changes, he is far more likely to have some level of success if 
he can point to the improvements (very visible) which the city is paying for 
in his neighborhood. The psychological importance of public improvements 
should not be underestimated. Some cities haze even learned that the inprove- 
ments must be put in first before they can convince property ov.%ers ir.to 
putting ?~p their own money. The public improvements represent a visible pay- 
off for the owner who is required to pay a substantial cost for non-visible 
hou6ing improvements required lindrr the codes. 

X X X X X X 

In our introduction we have pointed to the overall accomplishntnts of the 
Concentrated Code Enforcement Program, Although the GAO draft report has 
identified sc.veral important areas of need for improvement in program manage- 
ment, dwelling on the shortcomings of the program can provide a distorted 
view of the overall achievement6 of a relatively new and evolving program. 
Local Code Enforcement has a vital role to play in attempts to preserve the 
housing stock throughout the cities. But local efforts by themselves are 
insufficient to create the conditions necessary to maintaining individual 
neighborhoods in viable and desirable conditions. 

The Concentrated Code Enforcement Program combines local efforts with the 
public improvements, staff resources, relocation benefits, and individual 
financial assistance necessary to move Code Enforcement beyond an applicaiion 
of police power to a situation where pride in home and neighborhood can be 
generated and fulfilled. 

f 

* 
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The degree to which decline is arrested varies primarily according to 
the original condition of the area's structures, the generation of 
community pride through necessary public improvements an3 resident involve- 
ment, the extent of hone-ownership and single-family dwellings, local staff 
effectiveness in combining enforcement with counseling, the ccncentrated 
availability of financial assistance, the thoroughness of federal monitoring, 
and the severity of unstabilizing influences. When the requisite mix of these 
key variables has been present {even in large cities where CCZP is most 
difficult), Concentrated Code Enforcement projects have resulted in substantial 
physical i&;;provements, stable neighborhoods, prolonged economic life of 
structures, reduced abandonment, and t‘ne conditions necessary for these improve- 
ments to endure. The management of the Concentrated Code Enforcement program 
can be improved at both the Federal and local level. But the program is needed, 
has worked, and shouid be continued. 

The GAO recommendations will be reviewed closely. We have indicated a few of 
the specific areas of review in the body of this letter. Several general 
changes in HUD management and policy will also have an important impact on the 
CCEP program. By bringing all commtinity development programs under one urn- 
brella we hope to coordinate each more effectively. The CCEP program should 
benefit considerably. The GAO draft audit has recognized another important 
development in HU3ls decentralization of field operations to 40 Area Offices. 
This will bring HUD program staff cioser to the local governments served by 
our programs and bring together housing, community development, and community 
planning resources. Working more closely through local general purpose govern- 
ment will be an important outgrowth of HUD decentralization. The impact of 
the several programs can be brought together and packaged more effectiveiy. 
The Detroit experience, cited by the GAO, of coordinating FHA approvals and 
code enforcement planning is an example of the coordination possible through 
decentralization and realignment of HUD programs. 

Improved evaluation and monitoring of each Community Development program, at 
the national level. s at the Regional and Area Office level and, most important 
at the local level, is an important aspect of the HUD reorganization in the 
central office and the field. A special national study of CCEP was one of 
our first efforts in program evaluation under the new organization. The GAO 
draft audit has been a valuable input to this study. 

Any current changes in policy or management of CCFP will need to consider 
the longer-range impact of HUD proposals for Community Development Special 
Revenue Sharing now being considered by the Congress. As presently proposed, 
CCFP and related programs like Urban Renewal, Neighborhood Development and 
Neighborhood Facilities will become the basic components of HUD Special 
Revenue Sharing. In effect each city would receive an allocation of funds 
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and have wide chcice in usin; f 8: r, 2 s f c r CD ait i ‘.I I + i iL.~~s of highest local 
priority. From the evidence of the last two or tl,r?e years, CCZF tvpe 

of activity is expected to UTY an increasinglv I~rge share of funds 
available based on local discretisn. Progr;ms ! i:te Xodel Cities has;r 
shown a high demand for preservation and rehaollitation of residential 
areas in preference to clearance and redevelopment. 

The record shows that HUD rccscn:zed that the process of code enforcement, 
both in its unassisted forrs cnacr the Workable Program for Commanit]: 

Improvement and in its federally assisted fern in the Concentrated Code 
Enforcement Program, is a ser,sitive operation which cannot possibly j, 
carried out without encountering technical problems, administrative ccm- 
plexities and at least some citizen resistance. Hcwever. HUD also 
recognizes that the record ciearlv shows that Federal assistance to communities 
for code enforcement has beccme a steadily more productive means of conserving 
the nation’s housi,.g sli-,;ly in the last five years. That record is worth 
defending. It is worth building on. HbD fully intends to do that, with the 
growing cooperation and understanding of ccnmunity leaders and neighborhood 
residents thrnughout the ccuntry. . 

Sincerely, 

3 0. 

Floyd H. Hyde 

‘. .  
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PRINCIPAL OFFIC-fALS OF 

'I-HZ DEilARTKEM" C%' l-kXJSING Ah% URBAN 

DEVELCPMEAT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ADMINISTRATIOl~ 

OF ACTIVITIES DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

SECRETARY QF HOUSING AND 
l URBAN DEVELCWMFXT (formerly 

Administrator, Housing and d 
> Home Finance Agency): 

George W. Romney 
Robert C. Wood 
Robert C. Weaver 

ASSISTAh SECRIITARY FOR 
HOUSING MANAGEI%XI 
(formerly Assistant 
Secretary for Renewal and 
Housing Management) (note a>: 

Norman V. Watson (acting) 
Lawrence M. Cox 
Howard J. Wharton (acting) 
Don Hummel 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
CQMMLJNITY DEVEEBPMD4T: 

Floyd 14. Hyde 

Tenure of office 
From 

Jan. 1969 
Jan. 1969 
Feb, 1961 

July 1970 
MLW. 1969 
Feb. 1969 
July 1966 

MtX. 1971 

To - 

Present 
Jan. 1969 
Dec. 1958 

Mar. 1971 
July 1970 
I%??. 1969 
Feb. 1969 

Present 

%ff t' ec rive March 1, 1971, the Code Enforcement Grant Program 
was placed xuder the Assistant Secretary for Community 
Development. 
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